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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate March 17, 1965:
IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps, when retired, to be placed on the
retired list in the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral in accordance with the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5233:

Charles H. Hayes

James P. Berkeley

Having designated, in accordance with the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 5232, the following-named officers
for commands and other duties determined
by the President to be within the contem-
plation of said section, I nominate them for
appointment to the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral while so serving:

Richard C. Mangrum

Alpha L. Bowser

Having designated, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
Vice Adm. Alfred G. Ward, U.S. Navy, for
commands and other duties determined by
the President to be within the contempla-
tion of said section, T nominate him for ap-
pointment to the grade of admiral while
s0 serving.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate March 17, 1965:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Armin H. Meyer, of Illinois, a Foreign Serv-
lice officer of the class of career minister, to
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo-
tentiary of the United States of America to
Iran.
+ Dwight J. Porter, of Nebraska, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Lebanon.

t UnNITED NATIONS

Walter M. Kotschnig, of Maryland, to be
the representative of the United States of
America to the 21st session of the Economic
Commission for Asia and the Far East of the
Economic and Social Council of the United
Nations.,

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Andrew F. Brimmer, of Pennsylvan!a,' to be

an Assistant Secretary of Commerce.
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Mary Gardiner Jones, of New York, to be a
Federal Trade Commissioner for the unex-
pired term of 7 years from September 26,
1959, to which office she was appointed the
last recess of the Senate.

CoAsT AND GEODETIC SURVEY

Subject to qualifications provided by law,
the following for permanent appointment to
the grades indicated in the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey:

To be lieutenant
Dee E. Kimbell
To be captains
Lorin F. Woodeock = V. Ralph Sobieralski
Marvin T. Paulson Lorne G. Taylor
To be commanders

Robert C. Munson Edwin K. McCaffrey
Gerard E. Haraden Richard H. Houlder
Kenneth A.

MacDonald

To be licutenant commanders

Raymond L. Speer Bllly M. Eeltner
James G. Grunwell = Melvin J. Umbach
Renworth R. Floyd Charles H. Nixon
Robert L. Sandquist J. Austin Yeager
James 5. Midgley John D, Bossler
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To be Heutenants

Stephen Z. Bezuk James J. Lium
Richard H. Allbritton John W, Carpenter
Frank H. Branca Ronald K. Brewer
Edward R. Dohrman Charles G. Bufe
Richard J. De Rycke Jeffrey G. Carlen
Allan Jenks David L. Des Jardins,
Ned C. Austin Jr.

To be lieutenants (junior grade)
Gerald R. Schimke
John D. Boom IIT ’
To be ensigns

James M. Wintermyre Gary A. Eskelin
Karl W. Kieninger, Jr. Theodore Wyzewski
Karl 8. Earinch Charles R. McIntyre
George C. Chappell Edward M. Gelb

John P. Kenneth F, Burke
Vandermeulen Roger A, Moyer
Oliver R. MacIntosh, Claude O. Phipps
Jr. Roger H. Eerley

Michael G. Eenny Paul M. Hale
Vincent Tabbone Irving Menessa
Willlam T. McMullen Willlam M. Noble
U.S. CoasT GUARD
The following=named officers of the Coast
Guard for promotion to the grade indicated:
To be rear admirals
Capt. Charles (n) Tighe
Capt. Frank V. Helmer

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, MarcH 17, 1965

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
DD., quoted from Ephesians 6: 10:
Finally, my brethren, be strong in the
Lord, and in the power of His might.
Let us pray.

O Thou God of all grace and goodness,
inspire us with a greater faith in the
practical values of the moral and spirit-
ual forces and influences in our human
affairs and in the building of a finer
social order.

May we feel that we need the sanction
and inspiration of these forces to solve
our present problems and that we must
yield ourselves to the ideals and prin-
ciples of that higher brotherly relation-
ship to which Thou art seeking to lead all
mankind.

Grant that we may never say that
those cardinal virtues of love, of com-
passion, of justice, and of good will, have
failed, but let us confess and admit that
we have not really tried them, but that
we have found them to be difficult and
therefore have laid them aside.

Help us to see that if the blessings of
the Spirit and the Great Society are to
be a fact and a reality in our beloved
country, then we must have the will and
the courage, the resolution and the de-
termination to accept and follow the
ways of the Mastfer lest we be dismayed
and disappointed and continue to live in
a nation whose future is uncertain and
insecure,

Hear us, in Christ’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 974. An act to amend the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 2, 89th Congress,
had appointed Mr. MoNRONEY, Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr, METCALF, Mr. MunpT, Mr.
Casg, and Mr. Boces as members, on the
part of the Senate, of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Organization of the Con-
gress.

ST. PATRICK'S DAY

Mr. BUREE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection,

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Speaker, it has been
the custom here in the House for our very
esteemed colleague and beloved Member
from the State of Ohio, the Honorable
MicHAEL KIrRwaN, to make the St. Pat-
rick’ announcement. Because of a
death in his family he is unable to be
here today.

I should like to announce to the House
that these shamrocks have been flown
over here from Ireland by the Irish Air-
lines and sent up here by the Irish Em-
bassy with all good wishes.

The flowers being presented to the
Members and to the attachés of the
Congress were presented by the Anecient
Order of Hibernians.

Mr. Speaker, today we delight to do
honor to Ireland and the Irish people,
in the name of the great Apostle of Ire-
land, St. Patrick. Every now and then
you see it announced as a great discovery
that St. Patrick was actually not Irish.
Of course he was not born in Ireland—
he came to Ireland, a missionary bishop
commissioned by the Pope, in order to
convert the pagan land to Christianity.
But he had been brought to Ireland as a
boy, having been captured by pirates
who raided his town and household, and
had grown to young manhood as a slave
in Ireland. After his extraordinary es-
cape from this slavery, he heard and
obeyed a mysterious call that came to
him during his studies at the monas-
tery of the Lerins—Irish voices, saying:
“Holy youth, we pray thee to come and
walk amongst us as before.” After his
ordination, and after returning for a
time to his home in Britain, he received
the Pope’s commission to go with two
companions and undertake the conver-
sion of Ireland. For the rest of his long
life, Patrick lived and labored in Ireland.
Such was his love for the Irish people,
and such is their love for his holy mem-
ory, that St. Patrick is today effectively
identifiled with Ireland.
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The fervent Christian faith of Ireland,
the learning and culture of Ireland, the
undying passion of the Irish people for
individual freedom and national inde-
pendence, are all in the legacy Ireland
owes to the great saint who walked her
green hills and conversed with her pagan
chieftains of long ago. St. Patrick never
forgot the bitterness of his slavery, and
of the slaughter and violence that ac-
companied his capture—but the memory
of that bitterness was sweetened for him
by his wholehearted affection for the
people who had held him in slavery,
and his concern for them when, at the
hands of the British chieftain, Coroti-
cus, some of them suffered a pirate raid
and enslavement resembling his own.
Brought up in slavery as he was, St. Pat-
rick suffered educational handicaps, as
he humbly confesses in his autobiogra-
phy, both in Latin and in Irish. But
he had the eloquence of the heart, and
his words, in those writings of his that
have come down to us, and in his quoted
sayings, carry through the centuries the
conviction of his fervent love of God and
of man, his patient humility, his stub-
bornness in the pursuit of the right,
and his flaming courage. Today the
world blesses his memory.

Throughout the free world the sham-
rock is a true symbol of everything that
Ireland stands for so I would like to
include this little poem by Ted O’Rior-
dan entitled “A Little Sprig of Sham-
Tock”:

A little sprig of shamrock
Is a symbol we hold dear
A little sprig of shamrock
When we wear it every year;
A little sprig of shamrock
So many things convey
As it travels out across the world
To be worn on St. Patrick’s Day.

And speaking about the shamrock this
quotation was given to me by a true
daughter of Erin:

It lies the whole year at our feet,
To live but one day in our hearts.

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would like
to include three timely poems for this
occasion sent to me by a constituent who
writes under the pen name of Miss Anna
Elizabeth. The titles are: “St. Patrick’s
White Shamrocks”; “Lord, What Does
Segregation Mean”; and “To Our
Colored Brethren.”

The poems follow:

ST. PATRICK'S WHITE SHAMROCKS
Bt. Patrick What did you mean
On your Paddy's day of green
To send the whitest Shamrocks
That we have ever seen,
Sure the snow that came to greet us
Was patterned three in one
As big as all Out Glory
A Trinity in One.
Oh you didn’t have to tell us
Of how you fit up there
That if you so wish
You may change the bill of fare.
Well now as long as you're so busy
Changing green to snowy white
Maybe you could ask the Lord
To do the same for us.
That while we wear our green so proudly
‘We daughters of Great Fame
Let us not forget the One who came
And touched the mossy Sod
And I::f:}r'ltxree hearts on single stem burst
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A shamrock green was born.

Of it we're so very happy

Almost foollsh in our joy

Who can blame us Patrick oy
With three Eings on Ireland’s shore

For as Father speaks to Son on High

And Holy Spirit sends His plight

You answered to His call

And darkened Chasms filled to Life.

Lorp, WHAT DOES SEGREGATION MEAN
Thou art One with the Father
And we One with Thee.
Did our Blessed Queen
A colored Uncle esteem?
Is there a strain in Thee
If this be, haven't we?
The Blessed Sacrament, Thy Flesh indeed we
receive
Was this hidden, because we’re too blind to
see
And water and wine combine—
The Beautiful blend of your Love,
Do this in commemoration of Me.
The Blessed Trinity, Three in One
Yet All Divinity. ¢
Is this the answer that we need
To stop the strife that shouldn't be
That we be One with Thee now
And for all Eternity.
To Our COLORED BRETHREN
God has many flowers in His Garden
Of darker hue are you than we
Seems to me it would have been quite boring
To see only lilies in the field.
God loves the Children of His creation
Would that we were more like He
Now Iif you ask for understanding
And we turn and walk away
Pray for us, we need your help
You're nearer to God than we
When you precede us into Heaven
Pray for us the Light to see
That our dark souls may whiter be
Lest we hear the sad words spoken
Our Colored people are the chosen
There isn't any room up here for thee,

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker,
never has the spirit of St. Patrick been
more needed in the world than it is to-
day. In place of the jealous fears that
pervade our international relations, in
place of the selfish timidity that marks
our human encounters, in place of law-
less violence and calculated injustice, we
need the generous courage, the plain
speaking and generous action of the
great apostle of Ireland.

The story of young Patrick’s coming
to Ireland is familiar to all—how he was
captured and enslaved, how he made his
providential escape, and how he returned
to devote his life to the salvation and
well-being of the people who had kept
him in slavery. Less well known, but
particularly significant in our own day,
is the story of Bishop Patrick’s letter to
the pirate chieftain, Coroticus. This
man, leader of a seafaring band based
upon the coasts of Britain, had led a raid
upon Ireland, slaughtering many of St.
Patrick’s newly baptized converts, and
dragging away many others into cap-
tivity. In reading the letter of protest,
denunciation, and appeal, which the out-
raged bishop then sent to the pirate, we
are reminded of the sufferings of pious
Christians today, who are struck down
and jailed, beaten, and even killed, by
men professing to be Christians. In
anger and in grief, St. Patrick wrote to
Coroticus:

I know not what I should the rather
mourn, whether those who are slain, or those
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whom they captured, or those whom the
Devil grievously ensnared. In everlasting
punishment they will become slaves of hell
along with him; for verily whosoever com-
mitteth sin is a bondservant of sin, and is
called a son of the Devil. (John VIII, 34.)

Later on in the letter, Patrick points
out to Coroticus how he himself, having
escaped from slavery among the bar-
barians of Ireland, had returned to a
voluntary servitude among them, for the
love of God:

Was it without God—

He cries out—

or according to the flesh, that I came to
Ireland? Who compelled me? I am bound
in the Spirit not to see any one of my kins-
folk. Is it from me that springs that godly
compassion which I exercise toward that
nation who once took me captive and made
havoc of the menservants and maidservants
of my father's house? I was freeborn ac-
cording to the flesh; I am born of a father
who was a decurion; but I sold my noble
rank—I blush not to state it, nor am I
sorry—for the profit of others; in short, I
am a slave in Christ to a foreign nation for
the unspeakable glory of the eternal life
which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.

Lamenting over the mistreatment of
the members of his flock, and protesting
that they are scorned on account of their
being Irish, he mingles with his own
words apt seriptural quotations:

Therefore in sadness and grief shall I cry
aloud: O most lovely and beloved brethren,
and sons whom I begot in Christ—I cannot
reckon them—what shall I do for you? I
am not worthy to come to the aid of either
God or men. The wickedness of the wicked
hath prevalled against us. We are become
as it were strangers. Perchance they do not
believe that we receive one baptism, and that
we have one God and Father. It is in their
eyes a disgraceful thing that we were born
in Ireland. As he saith, Have ye got one
God? Why do ye, each one, forsake his
neighbor?

In this spirit of love for our fellow
men, and of passion for justice, and of
unselfish devotion to God, we must look
upon our world today, and try to work
with others of good will to right its
wrongs, to remedy its ills, and to induce
men and women to live in peace and
amity. Surely we may with confidence
call upon St. Patrick to ask the blessing
of God upon this noble and righteous
cause.

St. Patrick of the warm heart and
practical intelligence is indeed an ap-
propriate patron for today’s struggle for
peace and justice, in the relations be-
tween man and man, between race and
race, between faith and faith, between
nation and nation. Patrick consistently
made the Christian distinction between
the sin and the sinner, hating the sin
and loving the sinner. Similarly, in the
traditions of the pagan Irish, he found
beauty and value, and loved and strove
to preserve the ancient native culture.
It is due chiefly to the example and en-
couragement of St. Patrick that so many
relics of the pre-Christian culture of
Ireland are preserved in the Christian
Ireland of today. It is no wonder, there-
fore, that the heroic figure of St. Pat-
rick has been adopted into the legendary
lore of Ireland, and that he figures in
many a tale of the heroes whose lives
must have ended centuries before his
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coming. Similarly, the heroism and pa-
triotism of ancient Ireland have, through
St. Patrick and his teachings, become
indistinguishably blended with the
Christianity of modern Ireland, so that
the character of the nation and its peo-
ple stands before the world today as an
example of independence and gener-
osity. In Ireland, and in numerous
Americans who cherish their Irish in-
heritance, we find the origin of that
affectionate regard for suffering people,
that generous willingness to help, and
that passionate fury against injustice
and oppression, that we most deeply
value in the democratic spirit. This
spirit, akin to that of St. Patrick, is the
soul of our American way of life.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 36]
Burton, Callf. EKirwan Roncalio
Cederberg Kluczynski Roosevelt
Conyers Martin, Mass. Roybal
Dingell May Senner
Dorn Mize Stephens
Edwards, Ala. Morton Sweeney
Flood Powell Toll
Fogarty Reid, N.Y. Whitten
Priedel Resnick Widnall
Hagan, Ga. Rivers, 8.C. Wright
Harrls Robison
Jones, Ala. Ronan

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 396
Members have answered to their names,
& quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

ST. PATRICK’S DAY

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleas-
ure for me to wish you and all of our
colleagues a very healthy and happy St.
Pairick’s Day today. As we affix the
letter “O” in front of our names for this
one day of the year, we realize what great
contributions the people of Irish extrac-
tion have made to our great country.

Our distinguished Speaker is a good
example.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out that
the green name tags we are wearing to-
day, and ceramic Irish shamrocks, were
furnished by our friend, Hank Hendley,
an assistant doorkeeper. Mr. Hendley
has been doing this type of personal
deed every year for the past 10 years or
so. I want to say thanks on behalf
of our colleagues. Again I want to wish
everyone a happy and healthy St. Pat-
rick’s Day.
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ST. PATRICK'S DAY

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, once
again I am happy to join our colleagues
in taking note of this great day that is
being celebrated throughout the world.

Whether we join my coreligionists in
eating hamentaschen in our celebration
of Purim, which this year happens to
come on the same day as St. Patrick’s
Day, or we join in wearing of the green
in tribute to our Irish friends who are
celebrating St. Patrick’s Day, we join
together as brothers. We are either sons
of Erin or the sons of Aaron. It is only
the spelling that makes the difference.
Today we join together truly as brothers.
Let us make merry together and praise
God for the opportunity.

PATENT OFFICE FEES

Mr, O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution
275, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 275

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 4185)
to fix the fees payable to the Patent Office,
and for other purposes. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, at the conclusion of my re-
marks, I will yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON].

Mr. Speaker, in my district, today is
a holiday, back in Boston, the Cam-
bridge-Somerville area. We honor the
fact that back in Revolutionary times the
Revolutionists drove the British out of
Boston. It happened on a good St. Pat-
rick’s Day, so consequently we have an
opportunity to have a holiday up there.
There are those in my area who thor-
oughly believe it would be sacrilegious
to work on good St. Patrick’s Day. 9

1 take note that the Speaker is using
a shillelagh as the emblem of authority,
and believe me, it is the emblem of order.

It is a common salutation of one
neighbor to another in my area to say,
“Top of the morning to you,” and he
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replies, “The rest of the day to you.”
So I say that to all of you, “Top of the
morning.”

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. It is to the credit of the
Irish that they drove the British out of
Boston, but they got right back into the
U.S. Treasury with both feet.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. We
have love in our heart for all today.

I am more than fortunate to have a
high school group visiting me from the
district which I represent here in the
Congress of the United States. It is the
sixth annual visit of a senior class from
the Notre Dame High School of Cam-
bridge, Mass. Headed by Sister Celine
Helena, the principal, who is a dear and
devoted nun, it is a privilege to meet
with and to entertain such a splendid
group of young Americans. They are
exceptionally charming and courteous
and I want the Congress to know how
sincerely proud I am that they do me
the honor to let me know when they
are coming so that I may meet with
them. I especially, at this time, would
like noted in the records of the Congress
my congratulations to the Notre Dame
High School for their capturing the
Catholic championships.

Notre Dame High School very kindly
sent a card to me which arrived in the
morning mail. I shall read it, and I
voice the very same sentiment to all of
you:

"Tis a time for great rejoicin’

For each lad and each colleen,
A time for makin’ wishes,
And the wearin’ o’ the green,
So here's an Irish shamrock
For you to wear today,
And a wish that it will bring much joy
And Irish luck your way.

Rev. Marcel Lajoie, Sister Celine Helena,
8.U.8.C., Sister Gabrielle Maria, 8.0.8.C., Mr.
Frank Abbott, Mrs. Joseph Paquet, Robert
Frechette, David Gilreath, Donald Gilreath,
John Keating, Raymond Leger, Paul Ouel-
lette, Christopher Mullane, EKevin O'Grady,
Paul Starek.

Celine Blais, Dianne Beauchemin, Janet
Boucher, Ann Broussard, Jeanette Broussard,
Helen Callahan, Norma Callahan, Alice Des-
roslers, Mary Deveney,

Jacqueline Goulet, Aline Leger, Marcla
Mahoney, Anne Marie Martin, Jean Messier,
Linda Mikolaitis, Carol Lovely, Marie Mor-
neault, Barbara Melanson.

Anne Nowlan, Marianne O'Neill, Ann
Marie Robichaud, Joyce Wagner, Marie Wag-
ner, Laurene Lawrence, Marle Pessottl.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 275 pro-
vides for consideration of H.R. 4185, a
bill to fix the fees payable to the Patent
Office, and for other purposes. The reso-
lution provides an open rule with 2 hours
of general debate.

The purpose of H.R. 4185 is to increase
fees payable to the Patent Office so that
a reasonable part of Patent Office costs
may be recovered. In so doing, the bill
also seeks to encourage better prosecu-
tion of applications, fix payments at more
convenient times, and reduce the volume
of unused patents.

The fees payable to the U.S. Patent
Office are prescribed by statute and have
not been overhauled in the past 33 years.
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In that periced, the ratio of Patent Office
income to Patent Office expenses has
fallen drastically. Where once fee in-
come substantially covered operating
costs, it now recovers only about 30 per-
cent of such costs.

In the last 20 years there has occurred
an increasing divergence between income
and operating costs, attributable pri-
marily to the skyrocketing of costs in the
past 15 years. Material submitted by the
Patent Office in connection with recent
hearings indicates that this problem is
not peculiar to the United States. Using
the average costs of 1930-39 as a base,
the operating costs of our Patent Office
have multiplied fivefold.

Other Government fees have increased,
but those of the Patent Office remain
pegged at the 1932 level. It is obvious
that a substantial increase in Patent Of-
fice income is long overdue.

‘Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 275.

REQUEST FOR COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICTARY TO SIT WHILE THE
HOUSE IS IN SESSION

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Massachusetts yield for
a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLEr], I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary may
sit while the House is in session during
the balance of this week and next week.

Mr. WILLTAMS and Mr. WAGGON-
NER objected.

Mr. ALBERT. Would the gentleman
object if the request was confined to the
balance of this week ?

Mr, WILLIAMS. Yes, I object to the
request.

Mr. ALBERT. . Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman object if the request were con-
fined to the committee sitting while the

House is in session today?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I object, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

PATENT OFFICE FEES

__Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON].

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, Members of the House will re-
call that this is virtually the same bill
that was reported and which we debated
the better part of one afternoon a year
ago last January. I should perhaps cor-
rect that statement to say that it does
contain one change in that instead of
a blanket provision for maintenance fees,
there is an optional arrangement where-
by the grantee of a patent could by pay-
‘ment of a $75 alternative fee gain a 2om-
Plete remission of the maintenance fees
that are otherwise ordered in this bill,

I might say, Mr. Speaker, that no
hearings have been conducted during this
session of the Congress on this bill. My
objection to the legislation, just as it was
last year, is because of the maintenance
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fees that this proposal would seek to
incorporate into our patent system.

I would certainly say at the outset, I
have great sympathy for the objectives
of the subcommittee chaired by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr, WiLris]l. I have great sympathy
for the objective they are seeking to at-
tain, namely, increasing the ratio be-
tween fee income of the Patent Office and
the operating expenses of that Office.
But likewise I have great sympathy for
those who urge, as I think they did last
year, that this is not in line with section 5
of the independent offices appropriation
bill of, I believe, 1954, that where there
are beneficiaries under our Federal sys-
tem and they can be especially identified
as recipients of special services on the
part of the Federal Government insofar
as possible, they ought to pay for the
services that are rendered. I am not
adverse to the implementation of that
principle.

I would point out that with the intro-
duetion of the maintenance fee, however,
we will be injecting something entirely
new and something entirely different into
our patent system and it is something
that has not met by and large, as I under-
stand it, and as my communications
would indicate, with the approval of the
patent bar of this country.

I am informed, for example, that the
American Patent Law Association, which
is a group of more than 2,500 lawyers,
took a referendum on this very subject
as to whether or not maintenance fees
ought to be charged. They found that
their members were opposed to mainte-
nance fees and the vote was 948 to 157.

Just this morning before coming here
to the floor of the House, and this might
be of particular interest to my colleagues
from Illinois whom I see here on the floor
of the House, I received a wire from the
acting president of the Patent Law Asso-
ciation of the city of Chicago which is
composed of approximately 500 Illinois
patent attorneys.

That wire reads as follows:

CHICAGO, ILL.,
March 16, 1965.
ILLINOIS DELEGATION, :
Care of Hon. JoHN B. ANDERSON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

Because It imposes hardships on individual
inventors and for reasons stated in resolu-
tlons relating to Willls bill, H.R. 8190, sub-

‘mitted to the Patents Committee last year

the Chicago Patent Law Assoclation composed
of approximately 500 Illinois attorneys op-
poses passage of Willis bill, H.R. 4185.
SIDNEY NEUMAN,
Acting President.

I repeat, Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House, that this bill has not found
favor among the patent bar of this
country.

It is said, of course, that this mainte-
nance fee is going to accomplish some
useful purposes, that it is going to help
clear out the files. I believe that is the
expression used. It is said there is some
deadwood in the form of patents which
are on file but yet are not used for any
particular purpose.

On the other hand, we find that the
associations representing industry in this
country are opposed to maintenance fees
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in principle. At least I have been so in-
formed, and I believe the record will bear
me out. :

Some Members who perhaps are not
familiar with this objection I am rais-
ing will ask: What is a maintenance fee?
What difference does it make?

Very simply stated, a maintenance fee
would provide that an inventor, on the
fifth anniversary of the issuance of his
patent, would have to pay a fee of $50
to the U.S. Patent Office to keep that
patent in full force and effect. If he did
not pay the fee within the 6-month grace
period, the patent would lapse. After 9
vears had gone by, on the ninth anniver-
sary of the issuance of the patent another
fee would become due and payable.
Then he would have to pay $100 to keep
the patent in full force and effect. After
13 years had gone by, a third mainte-
nance fee of $150 would become due and
payable or else he would lose his patent
rights which otherwise, of course, exist
under our law for 17 years.

So there is a total of $300 which would
be charged to the inventor under the
maintenance-fee system to keep his pat-
ent in full force and effect, This, I re-
mind Members, would be in addition to
the increased fees both for the issuance
of the patent and for the initiation of the
application under H.R. 4185.

Mr. Speaker, it can be shown that this
proposal will work to the disadvantage of
the small inventor. The big business
corporation can afford to pay such main-
tenance fees. It will not make any dif-
ference to them to pay $50, $100, or $150.
But the small inventor or the small busi-
nessman is going to have some difficulty.

I do not see present on the floor at
this time the gentleman from New York
[Mr. HorToN], but the gentleman from
New York pointed out in the debate last
year—and this was not refuted in the
REcorRD—there was a small corporation
in his distriet, with something like 375
plant patents, which would, by the end of
13 years, have to pay more than $100,000
in maintenance fees under the language
of the bill we had before us last year.

I submit that this will be a hardship
on the small businessman or the small
inventor.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Louisiana, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr, WILLIS. We must face the fact
that the purpose of the bill is to capture
more funds for the operation of the Pat-
ent Office. There is no doubt about that.

The maintenance fee is a novel ap-
proach, but the purpose of the mainte-
nance fee, I must say to the gentleman, is
the exact reverse of what he has said.

Granted that we must have more rev-
enues for the Patent Office, then the
question is at what point to impose a
charge. It is clear that the rich or the
powerful, the corporate patent appli-
cant, would indeed have the money to
pay an additional charge from the word
“go” upon the issuance of the patent.
The idea of imposing the maintenance
fee was to favor the small patent ap-
plicant. In other words, instead of hav-
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ing to pay an additional sum at the be-
ginning, he would have 5 years in which
to make up his mind whether his patent
was profitable, and he could drop it. If
he wanted to keep it, at that point he
would pay $50 additional, and then an-
other amount at the end of the 9th year,
and another amount at the end of 13
years. The idea of that was to give a
small patent owner an opportunity to
make up his mind whether it was worth
while to keep his patent, not imposing
the additional fee to begin with.

Now, however, in order to overcome
objections to the deferred payment or
maintenance fee, in order to meet this
very point, this should remove the ob-
jection of the gentleman: This year the
bill provides that a patent applicant has
an option. In other words, he can pay
$75 at the time of notice of allowance
in lieu of all maintenance fees. That
should satisfy, I submit, most of the ob-
jections to the deferred payment. Or,
at his option, the patentee can wait and
pay the additional fees after 5, 9, and 13
years. This should dispose of the entire
objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I appreci-
ate the contribution of the gentleman
from Louisiana and the fact that this
year he has, so to speak, thrown us a
Lone in the form of this $75 optional
payment. I would prefer to have a flat
payment of $75 in the bill and forget
about mainfenance fees.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr,
Speaker, will the distinguished gentle-
man from Illinois yield at that point?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I wonder
if the gentleman from Illinois is familiar
with how much it presently costs to print
one of these patents at the Government
Printing Office.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinpis. I am
familiar with the total cost of the op-
eration of the Office. It is something like
$26 million a year, I believe.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. The gen-
tleman is talking about the $75 fee. I
would just like to call his attention to
the fact that before my subcommittee on
appropriations for the Patent Office in
the past few days we had testimony from
the Commissioner of Patents that it cost
$79 merely for the paper and printing
costs to print a patent at the Govern-
ment Printing Office. I should like to
call the gentleman’s attention also to
further testimony to the effect that 75
percent of the patent applicants and
those to whom patents are granted are
substantial corporations rather than the
little inventor to which he has made
reference.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I have no
objection, in reply to the gentleman from
New York, to increasing the fees under
this bill. As matter of fact, when the
bill is read for amendment under the
5-minute rule I would propose to go the
subcommittee one better and instead of
an increase from $50 on the initial is-
suance fee to $75, to cover the very point
yvou make, I would propose to increase
the issuance fee to $100 rather than $75
and eliminate the maintenance fee. Let
me point out to the gentleman this is
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originally in the European concept the
idea that you should have a maintenance
fee which is in effect a tax on an inven-
tor. I have been told, for example, in
Germany over the lifetime of the patent
a man can be compelled to pay as much
as $2,400 in order to maintain his patent
in force. This is what I am afraid can
grow out of a maintenance fee system.
I am very, very desirous of keeping that
principle out of our patent system. I
have no objection to raising some of these
fees to make the Office more self-sup-
porting than it is at the present time.
I do recognize the point that the gen-
tleman makes.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman kindly yield
to me further?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.
Mr. ROONEY of New York. I should

also like to call the gentleman’s attention
to the fact that in connection with this
matter of patent fees the appropriations
for the Patent Office have tripled be-
tween fiscal year 1956 and the coming
year, fiscal year 1966.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I think
the gentleman is correct. As a matter
of fact, I thought it had gone up some-
thing like five times, according to the
committee report, since 1932 and the
ratio of fee income to operating expenses
has gone down. I am in favor, as is the
gentleman from New York, of doing
something about it and in revising the
fees now, but my objection is in prin-
ciple and in fact to the maintenance fee
system. That is what I propose to cut
out at the appropriate time by offering
an amendment to this bill.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. May I say I recognize the
utter sincerity of the comments that the
gentleman has made. I know his motives
are entirely worthy. I must say, how-
ever, as one of the members of the sub-
committee which brought this legisla-
tion to the floor, that our purpose was,
as stated by the gentleman from Lou-
isiana in incorporating the maintenance
fee system. Now, if we have failed to
achieve that purpose, it is because we did
not understand we would fail by the
method we employed. May I inquire if
the gentleman agrees with me that it
should be the policy of our patent laws
to stimulate and encourage inventive
genius in this country?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, I think
under the Constitution the Congress of
the United States is enjoined to do the
very thing that the gentleman from Vir-
ginia mentions,

Mr. POFF. Yes. I thank the gentle-
man. If that be true—and it is true—
does the gentleman feel conceptually this
policy would be better carried out by
inereasing the initial issuance fee rather
than installing a maintenance fee sys-
tem?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Of course,
in answer to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, you have already done that in the
committee bill. The present issuance fee
is about $30 and you would propose un-
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der the bill as it is now written to increase
that to $50. I would say just increase
it another $25, and increase the final
issuance fee another $25. I do not think
this is going to be a disincentive to even
the young and struggling and poor in-
ventor. But once we incorporate and
engraft onto our patent system this
maintenance fee which is, after all, a tax
on inventors, this is going to be a con-
venient tool and a vehicle in succeeding
Congresses to raise these maintenance
fees and we may get to the point where
they have gotten in Germany, as I have
been told, where a man may have to pay
as much as $2,400 during the lifetime
of his patent in order to keep it valid.

Mr. POFF. If the actuaries felt that
the additional increase which the gen-
tleman would sponsor in lieu of the
maintenance fee system would not im-
prove the fiscal posture of the Office
sufficiently, would the gentleman be will-
ing to accept the maintenance fee sys-
tem?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. No, I
would not. I think that even more im-
portant  than this matter of revenue is
the principle that is involved. Let me
say in further answer to the gentleman
from Virginia that I have a statement
from one responsible member of the
patent bar that if we would eliminate
the maintenance fees altogether under
this bill and add $75 to the final issuance
fee, instead of raising only $2.8 million
initially, as you do under this bill, and
another $4 million in 9 years when these
maintenance fees are collected, you would
raise $3.9 million from the very begin-
ning and at the same time you would
have these other advantages accruing,
that you would eliminate what I think
is a very bad principle, you would elimi-
nate all of the added expense.

I should have mentioned, too, that in
Europe, for example, patent lawyers col-
lect some rather sizable fees from in-
ventors just for taking care of their
patents, notifying them of these main-
tenance fees, and taking care of the
actual payment of them. So that by
the time you get through, the average
inventor is going to have to pay a lot
more than just the payment of a simple
maintenance fee. He is going to be ask-
ing for legal advice and legal counsel.

Now, Mr. Speaker, to mention one
other thing. Under the bill we are told
he can waive the fee; the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr, WiLLis] mentioned
that. He can waive the fee if during
the preceding 5-year period he has not
had any gross benefit. What does gross
benefit mean? He probably would have
to do what the average small inventor
would do; he would run to a lawyer to
find out what it meant and then he
would be charged a fee for that advice.
So he is not going to save any money
under this bill.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinpis. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman is making a very impor-
tant statement and a very valid criticism
of this legislation. I do not know
whether the gentleman has brought out
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the point that after a patent is granted
and after licenses are granted under a
patent there are substantial amounts of
Federal income taxes which result from
the exercise of rights under the patent.
These go into the general revenue till
and are expended for general government
purposes.
The Patent Office, of course, does not
get credit for that revenue which is pro-
duced from the granting of a patent.
This is an aspect of the entire institu-
tion of patents which should certainly
be considered; that is, the revenue which
enters the private economy and in the
form of general taxes that is produced
from the granting of patents under our
existing laws.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Illinois for his contribution.

Mr. Speaker, I had not intended to
consume this much time under the rule.
I wanted to give the committee what
time it has under the rule to discuss the
bill. But I merely wanted to alert Mem-
bers of the House, as we did a year ago,
that at the appropriate time we shall
offer an amendment to eliminate these
maintenance fees and even as we had
the support, and I might say the very
considerable support of Members on both
sides of the aisle for that proposition a
year ago, I should hope that even so this
afternoon we may be successful in strik-
ing that portion of the bill and then go
on to pass what I think would be a good
bill.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time. I reserve the balance of my time.

THE DAILY DIGEST OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I have been asked by my good
friend the Doorkeeper of the House of
Representatives, the Honorable William
M. Miller, to call to the attention of the
Members of the House that this is the
18th birthday of the Daily Digest, that
great piece of information that appears
in the back of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
every day. It first came into being in
1947. I am sure that we Members who
read the Journal and Recorp with great
diligence have found that this is one
thing that we follow daily.

Further, Mr. Speaker, I would advise
every new Member of Congress that he
would well educate himself in his duties
if he were to read the Daily Digest.

Mr. Speaker, the Daily Digest first
came into being on March 17, 1947.

PATENT OFFICE FEES
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question.
The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.
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The resolution was agreed to.
bAl motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PATENT OFFICE FEES

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 4185) to fix the fees pay-
able to the Patent Office, and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 4185 with Mr.
Ni1x in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WiLris]
will be recognized for 1 hour and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr., McCuLLOCH]
will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WiLLis].

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H.R.
4185 is to increase fees in the Patent
Office so that a reasonable part of the
Patent Office costs may be recovered. In
so doing the bill also seeks to encourage
better prosecution of applications, re-
ducing the backlog and so on, and to fix
payments at more convenient. times.

Mr. Chairman, the fees payable to the
Patent Office are prescribed by statute.
They have not been overhauled in the
past 33 years. In that period the ratio
of Patent Office income to Patent Office
expenses has fallen drastically. For in-
stance, the Office used to be almost self-
sufficient, but now the fees only bring in
30 percent of the cost involved in oper-
ating the Office.

Mr. Chairman, enactment of this bill
would ultimately permit the recovery
through fees of approximately 75 per-
cent of Patent Office costs.

As has been pointed out, this bill passed
the House last year. It was reported out
unanimously by the House Committee on
the Judiciary. We now are going over
the same ground again that we plowed
last year. Incidentally, the amendment
which it has been announced will be
offered was offered last year and was
defeated.

The need for this legislation is ob-
vious. The present schedule of fees
was put on the statute books 33 years
ago. There have been no increases
since. During the past 33 years, as we
all know, the costs of all governmental
services have gone up.

The price of the postage stamp has
gone up, court costs have gone up, the
cost of living has gone up and, incident-
ally, the fees of attorneys practicing be-
fore the Patent Office have probably
tripled or quadrupled in the last 33 years.

Let me give you a few examples of
what this bill does. The purpose of this
bill is to raise funds for the Patent Office.
The bill deals only in terms of figures,
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charges. There is no change in sub-
stantive law made in this bill. No rights
under the patent law are increased or
diminished under the bill, This is sim-
ply a Patent Office fee increase bill.

For example, the application fee un-
der this bill is proposed to be increased
from $30 to $50, the cost of copies of
patents will be increased from 25 cents
to 50 cents, recording assignments of pat-
ents will be increased to $20, and so on.

At the present time the various fees
paid in processing a patent bring in about
$9 million. Under this bill the total
returns through fees will be something
like $24 million, in round figures.

The bill proposed this year is the same
bill that we acted upon last year with
this principal change: As was pointed
out a while ago, we propose this year to
provide an alternative to the mainte-
nance fee in the form of a §75 flat fee
payable at the time of notice of allow-
ance. The bill also provides, however,
for the small patent owners, who are not
sure whether their invention will bring
any returns or money, and who prefer
to rely on deferred payment.

Since we want to produce more income
for the Patent Office, one of the increases
is the maintenance fee approach. Thus,
after a patent owner has had experience
under his patent for 5 years, he can at
that stage drop it, or to maintain it he
can pay $50 more. Then after 9 years
he must pay to maintain his patent $100
more. At the end of 13 years he must
pay $150 more. This device, this system
of raising more money for the Patent Of-
fice, resulted in some objections last year.
We faced it, we debated the issue, and
the House approved the maintenance fee
approach. But in order to try to make
the bill more acceptable to all, this year
we offer an alternative to the mainte-
nance fee approach. Thus the bill there-
fore provides that instead of paying the
maintenance fee over the life of the
patent, if a patent owner is sure of him-
self, is sure of his patent, and he has the
money, he can pay $75 upon notice of al-
lowance, instead of paying the mainte-
nance fee, That should remove objec-
tions that we heard last year. But I see
some objections still not removed. So
we will be called upon, as it has been an-
nounced, to vote on an amendment, the
same amendment that we voted on last
g'iea.r, to delete the maintenance provi-

on.

We did our best to remove objections,
but we are again faced with that ques-
tion this year. Last year, even without
this alternative of paying in advance,
even without that advantage, the House
defeated the amendment to strike out
the maintenance provision. It seems to
me that with this option of paying the
$75 initially, the House should again re-
ject the proposed amendment,

In conclusion, I want to commend the
Patent Subcommittee, for bringing this
bill out. I assure you this bill is absolute-
ly bipartisan.

This bill has been proposed for many,
many years. It was approved by Patent
Commissioner Watson under a Repub-
lican administration. It was advocated
for several years by Patent Commis-
sioner Ladd., This year again it is advo-
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cated by Patent Commissioner Brenner.
So this is a bipartisan approach.

We have heard today again that a lot
of people say, “We are for you, but.” This
is a “yes, but” bill. “We are for you, but”
this, that, and the other. For instance,
I have a “yes, but” letter here, from a
very large, responsible firm in Washing-
ton. This is what they tell me. This is
dated March 5:

I have now had an opportunity to read the
report on the administration’s Patent Office
fee bill, While I disagree with some of its
conclusions, particularly those involving
maintenance fees, I would like to con-
gratulate you and your staff upon the gen-
eral excellence of the presentation of a re-
port.

So we are congratulated for having
done a good job. It is admitted we ought
to have an increase, and I am sorry that
objections are still heard; well, that is
fine. We will meet them when the
amendment is proposed. I do hope the
amendment will be rejected.

Mr. POFF., Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may desire.

Mr. Chairman, as the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana has stated,
this is a bipartisan bill. To me that
means more than saying it is a nonparti-
san bill. It is bipartisan because it has
had the active, positive, affirmative ef-
forts of all Members on both sides of the
aisle not only in this year but in years
past.

I am sure I could not enlarge sub-
stantively or otherwise improve upon the
dissertation that my subcommittee
chairman has made. I want to state
very clearly that I do support the bill in
its present form, and with all proper re-
spect to my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON],
I will be constrained to oppose the
amendment I understand he will offer.

It is perhaps best that in the operation
of our Federal Government today the
cost burden of its many activities which
are deemed to be for the well-being of
the general public must be paid for out
of the broad base of Treasury revenue.
However, I am of the opinion that when
a Government agency provides special
services to special identifiable benefici-
aries, these beneficiaries should, when
practical, pay at least a reasonable fee
for those benefits in order that that
agency might be self-supporting to the
fullest extent possible. Our Patent Of-
fice is an excellent example of an agency
which provides special benefits to iden-
tifiable recipients who should be required
to pay a fair share of the maintenance
of the system which protects their mone-
tarily valuable interests. The present
patent fee schedule was adopted during
the 72d Congress in 1932. At that time
the income provided under this system
equaled about 90 percent of the cost of
maintaining the Patent Office, thus al-
lowing the operation to be substantially
self-supporting. Unfortunately, how-

ever, during the intervening years there
has been a widening divergence between
income and expenditures due to drastic
increases in basic costs. With no in-
creases in fees, the combined forces of
decreasing purchasing power of the dol-
lar and steady increases in wage and
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printing outlays have reduced the Patent
Office cost recovery figure from 90 per-
cent in 1932 to a mere 30 percent today—
a financially irresponsible situation
which should no longer be tolerated.

In addition to the fact that the bill will
allow the Patent Office eventually to col-
lect approximately 75 percent of its op-
erating costs, H.R. 4185 will provide a fair
and reasonable solution to other prob-
lems which exist in our patent system.
The bill does not provide a mere across-
the-board increase in fees. Rather,
where possible, the fees are assessed in
such a manner that those who use the
patent system will be encouraged to make
more efficient and considered use of it.
At the same time, however, the fees are
distributed in such a way that unproven
patents are not subject to the same costs
as those which are successful.

In reviewing some of the more im-
portant features of the bill, the changes
in the filing fee are noteworthy. While
the basic filing fee is increased from $30,
to $50, and a fee of $2 is assessed on all
claims in excess of 10, a new concept is
introduced in the form of a $10 fee for
each independent claim in excess of one.
Without a doubt, independent claims
which stand alone in defining an inven-
tion are generally far less comprehensible
and far more costly to process than a de-
pendent claim—which incorporates by
reference the previous clalm which it
modifies. Certainly, the fee for this type
of claim should reflect the increased
burden on the Patent Office. Thus, by
discouraging the use of unnecessary, pro-
lix claims, as well as the cumbersome and
nebulous independent claims, these pro-
visions will help make interpretation and
understanding of patent applications
much easier not only for the examiners,
but for our judges and members of the
bar.

Item 2 of section 1 of the bill, while in-
creasing the issue fee to $75, would set a
charge of $2 for each sheet of drawing
and $10 for each printed page of specifi-
cation. While the latter fees will not
create such a burden that essential spec-
ifications and drawings would be elimi-
nated from applications, they will dis-
courage unnecessary illustrations and
verbiage. Thus, is addition to providing
a more realistic printing cost recovery,
this provision would remove the existing
inequitable situation whereby an inven-
tor who describes his invention in a short
application is charged the same fee as
one who files a so-called jumbo patent
of several hundred pages in length.

The $20 fee, in part 10 of section 1, for
the recording of assignments, is, quite
frankly, an income-producing device
rather than a mere effort to balance the
fee for this service with the Patent Of-
fice’s expense. However, it is important
to observe that this charge provides in-
come which would otherwise have to be
derived through increases in initial fees
charged to those who have not been able
yet to determine whether their invention
will even be deemed worthy enough to be
assigned to another. It does not seem
unreasonable, therefore, to shift a small
portion of the composite expenses of the
patent system to an assignee whose valu-
able interest in the successful invention

5267

will be protected through the facilities
of the Patent Office.

Ideally, patents should issue promptly
in order that disclosure of new tech-
nology can be made to the public as soon
as possible. But, unfortunately, a long-
standing problem which has confronted
the Patent Office is the great time gap
between the filing of the application and
the issuance of the patent. Hopefully,
this bill will do much to encourage better
practice before the Patent Office and
thereby further the progress already
made in this direction.

One of the unnecessarily delaying as-
pects of our present law is seen in the
provision that an applicant may take up
to 6 months to decide whether his patent
should issue or be abandoned. Section
4 of H.R. 4185, however, will specifically
accelerate this period by providing that
the patent will issue within 3 months
after written notice of allowance of the
application, providing the proper fees
have been paid, or be regarded as aban-
doned. Thus, new information and prod-
ucts will be offered to the public sooner
to provide not only a better way of life
for all, but a steppingstone to further
advances in this Nation’s technology and
standard of living.

The hill’s introduction of maintenance
fees into the patent law is, no doubt, the
most important as well as controversial
feature of this legislation. In order to
keep a patent in force after it issues, a
patentee must pay a fee of $50 at the end
of the 5th year, $100 at the end of the
9th year, and a final fee of $150, at the
end of the 13th year of the life of the
patent.

Although failure to pay the fee within
the 6 months grace period after the due
date will result in a lapsing of the patent,
the bill provides that the inventor may
request deferral of the fee if, prior to the
due date, the patent has not earned value
in an amount at least equal to the main-
tenance fee or fees which are then due.
It is only at the end of the 13th year,
when the inventor ought to have a good
idea as to whether his patent is worth
continuing, that a decision must be made
either to pay the fees then due or to allow
the patent to lapse.

In response to the objections raised
against the maintenance fees, the com-
mittee, this year, has provided an op-
tion. If the applicant or assignee so
elects at or before the time of payment of
the issue fee, he may pay, in addition to
the issue fee, another $75 which shall be
deemed a complete satisfaction of the
maintenance fee requirement over the
entire life of the patent.

Maintenance fees should do much to
encourage patentees to discard unused
patents which clog the Patent Office, or
those who are merely “defensive” in
nature. Since the purpose of a defensive
patent is accomplished upon its is-
suance, no harm would result if they
were terminated upon nonpayment of a
maintenance fee.

It is true that the maintenance fees
place a greater part of the burden of
sustaining the Patent Office on those
patents which are successful. This,
however, is certainly a valid policy to
follow. For even if we were to disregard
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the public benefit to be derived by eas-
ing the financial requirements on the
patentee of an untried invention—
thereby providing the least possible bur-
den so as not to weaken his incentive
to invent—the maintenance fee system
follows the sound theory that the bene-
ficiary of a patent which has issued
should bear a part of the cost of the
system which made this benefit possible
and which continues to safeguard his
interest against all others.

This legislation will not only remove
from the taxpayer the burden of sub-
sidizing the specific beneficiaries of the
patent system, but it will apportion the
costs among those beneficiaries in a man-
ner which will encourage and establish
practical and efficient. methods of proce-
dure before the Patent Office without
creating a prohibitive financial barrier
to any part of the inventive capacity of
the United States. '

Mr. WILLIS. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. WAGGONNER].

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
have asked for this time in order that I
might ask the gentleman from Louisiana
in charge of this bill today a question
with regard to the legislation. The ques-
tion is this: As the bill has been revised
and is being presented foday, is it not
what might be considered a user tax for
services which could be compared with a
sales tax and which is made to be
eharged to those people who actually
use the services of the Patent Office?

Mr. WILLIS. It is an effort to try to
make the Patent Office a little bit more
self-sufficient. This would still not bring
in all the money that is required to run
the Patent Office. We will still have to
have appropriations for the Patent Of-
fice from the regular appropriating com-
mittees. A great deal of Government
services are free, but you have to pay
for some of the services. As a matter of
faet, I do not suppose there is any agency
that is self-sufficient, that brings in all
the revenues they need except, perhaps,
the Internal Revenue Department and
even then we run in the red now and
then. :

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Giammol.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the chairman of the commit-
tee if in determining the increase in
cost in order to make the Patent Office
more self-sustaining whether or not you
gave consideration to increasing the fil-
ing and the application costs rather than
to initiate this new maintenance fee
system?

Mr. WILLIS. Oh, yes. Those serv-
ices, for filing and application costs,
have been increased. But it was felf by
the Patent Office over the years that even
more money than that was needed. So
we struck on the maintenance-fee pro-
vision with the alternate that I men-
tioned a while ago.

Mr. GIAIMO. Specifically, did your
committee consider the suggestions in
come of the bills that have been filed
either in this body or in the other body
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to increase even more the existing filing
fees and issuance fees rather than to
initiate this new maintenance fee?

Mr. WILLIS. The original issue fee
is increased under this bill from $30 to
$75. Of course, we could make that $75
fee a $500 fee. But we honestly felt, and
so did the Patent Office, that you would
stir up a greater hornet’'s nest if we did
that than to impose a maintenance fee
for the life of the patent extending to
the end of the use of the patent. We did
consider that and this proposal has come
down to us from the last four Commis-
sioners. I am sorry I cannot remember
the names of all the Commissioners, but
I do remember Bob Watson and Mr, Ladd
and Mr. Brenner. As I say, I am sorry
I do not remember the names of all the
Commissioners, but this has been rec-
ommended by the Patent Commissioners
as the way to do it and it has been rec-
ommended all during these past years.

Mr. GIAIMO. I commend the chair-
man of the committee for bringing out
this bill this year with the change as
compared to last year in that there is an
option not to pay the maintenance fee
but to pay a flat $75 fee. I think this
is an improvement over the bill last year.
However, I do agree with the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. AnpErsoN] in the feel-
ing that this imposition of this new
maintenance fee is a tax on the small
inventors, the small inventive geniuses
in our Nation who have helped us to
bring forth new products and have
helped to make our Nation the great and
productive Nation that it is. I am not
concerned about the fact that 75 percent
apparently of patents are held by large
corporations, if that is the figure I heard
mentioned earlier. Of course, they can
afford to pay such a fee and they will pay
it. But my concern is that by the initia-
tion and imposition of a new mainte-
nance fee system, it will freeze out fhe
small inventor and the poor inventor so
that they are not going to have the kind
of protection on their patents that we
want them to have.

For that reason I feel I must support
the amendment of the gentleman from
Illinois, and hope the House will see fit to
adopt it.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WILLIS. There is no compulsion.
There is no imposition of anything, real-
ly, under this bill in the shape of the
maintenance feature. One has an elec-
tion. One can elect to maintain his
patent. He is free to do that. More-
over, he will have an option to pay or to
elect later on. There is no compulsory
maintenance fee; it is elective.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GTAIMO. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. CASEY. The gentleman appears
to have studied the bill thoroughly. At
first blush it looks to me like there will
be some difficulty in determining when a
patent has expired. It looks as though
there will be a lot of bookkeeping and a
lot of searching, under the postponement
of the payment of a fee. Does the gen-
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tleman believe that will work a hardship,
with respect to someone searching the
records to find out whether a patent has
expired or not?

Mr. GIAIMO. I believe there will be
a great deal of hardship in searching the
records. This has been brought out be-
fore, in the testimony. This is perhaps
one of the reasons why the costs have
been going up so much.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. LaiNpsay].

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yvielding me time.

Nobody likes to come to the floor of the
House to ask for additional fee payments
for Government services, any more than
anyone likes to come to the floor to ask
for additional taxes. Yet, almost every
Member of this body hastens to tell his
constituents that the Government should
put its housekeeping features on a near
pay-as-you-go basis.

This legislation does not seek even to
do that. This legislation falls far short
of that, because this legislation recog-
nizes many, many equities in favor. of
the patent owner and especially of the
small patent owner which should not re-
quire him to pay for the full cost of serv-
ices he receives.

I should like to suggest that if the
Judiciary Committee were to adopt the
suggestion of the distinguished gentle-
man from Connecticut and increase the
filing and issue fees over what the Ju-
diciary Committee suggests, then really
a hornet’s nest, as the gentleman from
Louisiana put it, would be stirred up far
beyond what has been the reaction to the
suggestion about maintenance fees. An
increase in filing and issue fees would be
chiefly burdensome on the small patent
owner rather than the larger patent
owner.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation, which
was recommended by the Secretary of
Commerce, marks the latest in a long se-
ries of efforts to bring Patent Office fees
into more reasonable relationship with
the cost of administering the Patent
Office.

Patent Office fees are fixed by statute.
The last significant change in these fees
was made in 1932. The 1932 fee in-
creases brought the fee income of the
Patent Office up to substantial parity
with its operating costs. Since then,
however, while fees have remained statie,
costs have risen tremendously. Today,
the Patent Office recovers only about 30
percent of its costs. Enactment of H.R.
4185, as recommended by the Commis-
sioner of Patents and the Secretary of
Commerce, would bring recovery
through fees up to about 75 percent of
costs.

The bill would increase fee income of
the Patent Office from $8.9 million to
$24.1 million, a gain of approximately $15
million. Against an estimated cost of
operation for fiscal 1965 of $31.6 million,
this would increase the percentage re-
covery from fees from 28.2 percent to
76.4 percent.

The principle underlying the bill as
expressed by the Bureau of the Budget
in connection with a measure proposed
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by the administration in the 87th Con-
gress is as follows:

In the conduct of their various activities
many Federal agenciles are required to pro-
vide certain services, supply products, or au-
thorize the use of public resources which
convey special benefits to identifiable recipi-
ents above and beyond those which accrue
to the public at large. In fairness to the
taxpayer, who carries the major burden of
support of Federal activities, the Govern-
ment has adopted the policy that the recipi-
ent of these speclal benefits should pay a
reasonable charge for the service or product
received or for the resource used.

The Congress gave statutory expression to
this basic principle in title V of the Inde-
pendent Offices Appropriation Act of 1952
(5 U.S.C. 140) which establishes as an ob-
Jective that services rendered to special
beneficiaries by Federal agencies should be
self-sustaining to the fullest extent possible.
It i1s our opinion that the patent system
does provide such a special benefit to identi-
flable reciplents—i.e.,, the inventors, appli-
cants, and holders of patents—and that ac-
cordingly these beneficiaries should bear a
fair share of the cost of the system’s support.
The monetary value of rights acquired
through the patent system Is often very
large. A large subsidy to the system ls not
necessary to protect the public. In fact, the
bill seeks only to restore the well-established
principle that the patent system should be
substantially self-supporting by providing
for fees which are commensurate with cur-
rent needs.

Fundamentally the bill does five

things:

First. It increases patent and trade-
mark fees generally.

Second. It favors simple, as against
complex, formulation of claims.

Third. It changes the time payment
of issue fees, reducing the period for
their payment from 6 months to 3
months after allowance.

Fourth., It clarifies the validity of
claims in dependent form, and

Fifth. It provides, through so-called
maintenance fees, for deferred payment
of a portion of the total fees.

The maintenance fee provision calls
for payment of $50 after 5 years; $100
after 9 years; and $150 after 13 years.
Payment of the first two installments
may be deferred if the patent has not
produced income to the inventor-
owner—but all maintenance fees become
finally payable after 13 years or the pat-
ent terminates. In a laudable effort to
meet the objections to maintenance fees,
the present bill, for the first time, per-
mits an applicant to pay $75 in lieu of
all maintenance fees.

In the 87th Congress, HR. 10966 and
S. 2225—similar bills—were reported
favorably but did not reach the floor.
In January 1964, H.R. 8190, 88th Con-
gress passed the House but the measure
died in the Senate.

Mr. Chairman, there is the broadest
recognition of the need for fee increases
of approximately the magnitude of those
which this bill would provide. The sub-
committee was aware of the fact that
although the general principle support-
ing fee increases of this magnitude is
widely accepted, there is some dissent
with respect to some aspects of the meas-
ure.

For example, in past years there has
been some objection on principle to the
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provisions for maintenance fees. In
past years the subcommittee, while rec-
ognizing the sincerity with which these
objections were raised, nevertheless ap-
proved the principle of maintenance
fees because they enable the private in-
ventor to defer a portion of the cost of
obtaining the patent until a time when
he would be better able to appraise the
possibilities for exploiting the patent
commercially. Moreover, the present
bill, by affording an optional alternative
flat fee of $75 in lieu of any maintenance
fee has, in my opinion, met the objec-
tions to maintenance fees more than
halfway.

Other objections are basically minor
in nature and it would seem to be the
best policy to permit the Patent Office
to indicate the proportions in which the
costs of its operation should be distrib-
uted among the different functions for
which fees are charged. No one is bet-
ter qualified to do this than the Patent
Commissioner himself.

Mr. Chairman, on this problem of
maintenance fees, which I will agree is
one that has caused the most contro-
versy, and I am sure there are two sides
to it, the Judiciary Committee felt it
had no choice if it was to find an equi-
table solution to the problem of bringing
the fee income into reasonable propor-
tion of the costs of the Office.

On the merits of the maintenance fee,
it should be clear that the patent owner
is protected. First, payment may be de-
ferred if the patent has not produced
income to the owner. It only becomes
payable after 13 years, at which time if
ought to be reasonably clear as to
whether the patent will develop in such
a way that it will be of financial benefit
to its owners. Second, the owner has
the option of paying $75 in lieu of any
maintenance fee. This is $25 more than
the increase in filing and issue fees
suggested by those members in opposi-
tion to the maintenance fee. There is
not too much difference in the actual
burden.

Mr. Chairman, our committee has
wrestled with this problem. We do not
like asking for any additional fees, but
we do have a responsibility to the tax-
payers and the public as a whole just as
we have a responsibility to the inventors
and the patent bar. We think we have
weighed all of these competing claims
very carefully and come up with a prop-
osition that is about as evenly and fairly
balanced as it is possible for legislators
to do.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, calling at-
tention to the fact that this is a commit-
tee composed of lawyers, and the ma-
jority side has consumed less than 15
minutes and the minority side less than
11 minutes, I should like to say that I
have no further requests for fime and
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 4185

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the - United Sitates of
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America in Congress assembled, That the
items numbered 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10,
respectively, in subsection (a) of section 41,
title 35, United States Code, are amended to
read as follows:

“1., On filing each application for an orig-
inal patent, except In design cases, $50; In
addition, on filing or on presentation at any
other time, $10 for each claim in independent
form which is in excess of one, and $2 for
each claim (whether independent or depend-
ent) which is in excess of ten. Errors In
payment of the additional fees may be recti-
fied in accordance with regulations of the
Commissioner.

*“2. For issuing each original or reissue
patent, except in design cases, #75; in addi-
tion, $10 for each page (or portion thereof)
of specification as printed, and $2 for each
sheet of drawing.

“3. In design cases:

“a. On filing each design application, $20.

“b. On issuing each design patent: For
three years and six months, $10; for seven
years, $20; and for fourteen years, $30.

“4, On filing each application for the re-
issue of a patent, $50; in addition, on filing
or on presentation at any other time, $10
for each claim in independent form which
is in excess of the number of independent
claims of the original patent, and $2 for each
claim (whether independent or dependent)
which is in excess of ten and also in excess of
the number of claims of the original patent.
Errors in payment of the additional fees may
be rectified In accordance with regulations of
the Commissioner.

“5. On filing each disclaimer, $15.

“6. On appeal for the first time from the
examiner to the Board of Appeals, $25; in
addition, on filing a brief in support of the
appeal, $50.

7. On filing each petition for the revival
of an abandoned application for a patent or
for the delayed payment of the fee for issuing
each patent, $15.

“B, For certificate under section 2556 or
under section 256 of this title, $15.

“9. As avallable and if in print: For un-
certified printed copies of specifications and
drawings of patents (except design patents),
50 cents per copy; for design patents, 20
cents per copy, the Commissioner may estab-
lish a charge not to exceed $1 per copy for
patents in excess of twenty-five pages of
drawings and specifications and for plant
patents printed in color; special rates for
libraries specifled in section 13 of this title,
$50 for patents issued in one year. The Com-~-
missioner may, without charge, provide ap-
plicants with coples of specifications and
drawings of patents when referred to in a
notice under section 132.

“10. For recording every assignment, agree-
ment, or other paper relating to the property
in a patent or application, $20; where the
document relates to more than one patent
or application, $3 for each additional item.”

Sec. 2. Section 41 of title 35, United States
Code, is further amended by adding the fol-
lowing subsection:

“{c) The fees prescribed by or under this
section shall apply to any other Government
department or agency, or officer thereof, ex-
cept that the Commissioner may walve the
payment of any fee for services or materials
in cases of occasional or incidental requests
by a Government department or agency, or
officer thereof.”

Sec. 3. Section 31 of the Act approved July
5, 1046 (ch. 540, 60 Stat. 427; U.8.C., title 15,
sec. 1118), as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“(a) The following fees shall be pald to
the Patent Office under this Act:

“1. On filing each original application for
registration of a mark in each class, £35.

*2. On filing each application for renewal
in each class, $25; and on filing each ap-
plication for renewal in each class after
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expiration of the registration, an additional
fee of 5.

© "8, On filling an affidavit under section
8(a) or section 8(b) for each class, $10.

“4, On filing each petition for the revival
of an abandoned application, $15.

“p. On filing opposition or application for
cancellation for each class, $25.

“8. On appeal from the examiner in charge
of the registration of marks to the Trade-
mark Trial and Appeal Board for each class,
$25.

“7. For issuance of a new certificate of
registration following change of ownership
of a mark or correction of a registrant’s mis-
take, $15.

“8. For certificate of correction of regis-
trant’s mistake or amendment after regls-
tration, $15.

“9. For certifying in any case, $1.

“10. For filing each disclaimer after regis-
tration, $15.

“11. For printed copy of registered mark,
20 cents.

“12. For recording every assignment, agree-
ment, or other paper relating to the property
in a registration or application, $20; where
the document relates to more than one ap-
plication or registration, §3 for each addi-
tional item.

“13. On filing notice of clalm of benefits
of this Act for a mark to be published under
section 12(c) hereof, $10.

“{b) The Commissioner may establish
charges for coples of records, publications, or
services furnished by the Patent Office, not
specified above.

“(c) The Commissioner may refund any
sum paid by mistake or in excess.”

Sec. 4. Section 151 of title 85, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“§ 151. Issue of patent

“If it appears that applicant is entitled to
a patent under the law, a written notice of
allowance of the application shall be given
or malled to the applicant. The notice shall
specify a sum, constituting the issue fee or
a portion thereof, which shall be paid within
three months thereafter,

“Upon payment of this sum the patent
shall issue, but if payment is not timely
made, the application shall be regarded as
abandoned.

“Any remaining balance of the issue fee
shall be paid within three months from the
sending of a notice thereof and, if not paid,
the patent shall lapse at the termination of
this three-month period.

“If any payment required by this section
is not timely made, but is submitted with
the fee for delayed payment within three
months after the due date and sufficlent
cause is shown for the late payment, it may
be accepted by the Commissioner as though
no abandonment or lapse had ever occurred.”

Sec. 5. Section 154 of title 85, United
States Code, is amended by inserting the
words “subject to the payment of issue and
maintenance fees as provided for in this
title,” after the words “seventeen years,”.

Sec. 6. Title 35, United States Code, is
amended by adding the following new sec-
tion after section 154:

“§ 155. Maintenance fees

“(a) During the term of a patent, other
than for a design, the following fees shall
be due:

“(1) a first maintenance fee on or before
the fifth anniversary of the issue date of
the patent;

“(2) a second maintenance fee on or be-
fore the ninth anniversary of the issue date
of the patent; and

“(3) a third maintenance fee on or before
the thirteenth anniversary of the issue date
of the patent.

In the case of a relssue patent the times
specified herein shall run from the date of
the original patent.

“(b) A grace period of six months will be
allowed in which to pay any maintenance
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fee, provided it is accompanied by the fee
prescribed for delayed payment. When a
response is not received to the notice pro-
vided by subsection (e) of this section, a sub-
sequent notice shall be sent approximately
sixty days after the due date of any mainte-
nance fee.

“(e) The first and second maintenance
fees may be deferred in accordance with sub-
section (f) of this section.

“(d) A patent will terminate on the due
date for any maintenance fee unless, as pro-
vided for in this section, the fee due (includ-
ing any fees previously deferred) is paid or a
statement in accordance with subsection (f)
of this section requesting deferment is filed.
Such termination or lapsing shall be without
prejudice to rights existing under any other
patent.

“(e) Notice of the requirement for the pay-
ment of the maintenance fees and the filing
of statements in compliance with this sec-
tion shall be attached to or be embodied In
the patent. Approximately thirty days be-
fore a maintenance fee is due, the Commis-
sloner shall send an initial notice thereof
to the patentee and all other parties having
an interest of record at the addresses last
furnished to the Patent Office. Irrespective
of any other provision of this section, a
maintenance fee may be pald within thirty
days after the date of such initial notice.

“(f) Any inventor to whom a patent issued
(or his heirs) and who owns the patent may
within six months of the fifth anniversary
of the issue date of the patent by a state-
ment to the Commissioner request deferment
of the first maintenance fee if the gross bene-
fit recelved by the inventor or any other
party having or having had any interest in
the subject matter of the patent, from, un-
der, or by virtue of the patent or from the
manufacture, use, or sale of the invention,
was less in value than the amount of the
fee, and the statement so specifies. The fee
shall thereupon be deferred until the time
the second maintenance fee is due and shall
be paid in addition to the second mainte-
nance fee.

“Any inventor to whom a patent issued (or
his heirs) and who owns the patent may
within six months of the ninth anniversary
of the issue date of the patent by a state-
ment to the Commissioner request defer-
ment of the second maintenance fee (and
further deferment of the first maintenance
fee if such fee has been deferred) if the gross
benefit received by the inventor or any other
party having or having had any Interest in
the subject matter of the patent during the
preceding four years, from, under, or by vir-
tue of the patent or from the manufacture,
use, or sale of the invention, was less in
value than the amount of the second fee, and
the statement so specifies. The second fee,
or the first and second fees, as the case may
be, shall thereupon be deferred wuntil the
time the third maintenance fee is due and
shall be paid in addition to the third main-
tenance fee and with the same result if not
paid. No deferment of any of the fees be-
yond the thirteenth anniversary of the issue
date of the patent shall be permitted and
the patent will terminate at the end of the
thirteenth anniversary of the issue date un-
less all maintenance fees are pald in accord-
ance with the provisions of this section.

“(g) An applicant or his assignee may
elect, on or before the time of payment of
the sum specified in the notice of allowance
provided in section 161 of this chapter, to
pay a fee of $75 and such payment shall con-
stitute a complete satisfaction of the main-
tenance fees provided for in this section.”

Sec. 7. The analysis of chapter 14 of title
35, United States Code, immediately preced-
ing section 151, is amended to read as
follows:

“151, Issue of patent,
“152. Issue of patent to assignee,
*163. How issued.
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“154. Contents and term of patent.
“166. Maintenance of fees.”

Sec. 8. Subsection (a) of section 41 of title
36, United States Code, is further amended
by adding the following:

“12. For maintaining a patent (other than
for a design) in force:

“a. beyond the fifth anniversary of the
issue date of the patent, $50;

“b. beyond the ninth anniversary of the
issue date of the patent, $100; and

“c. beyond the thirteenth anniversary of
the issue date of the patent, 150,

““18. For delayed payment of maintenance
fee, $25."

Sec. 9. (a) This Act shall take effect three
months after its enactment.

(b) Items 1, 3, and 4 of section 41(a) of
title 35, United States Code, as amended by
section 1 of this Act, do not apply in further
proceedings in applications filed prior to the
effective date of this Act.

(e) Item 2 of section 41(a), as amended
by section 1 of this Act, and sections 4, 6,
and 8 of this Act do not apply in cases in
which the notice of allowance of the appli-
cation was sent, or in which a patent issued,
prior to the effective date; and, in such cases,
the fee due is the fee specified in this title
prior to the effective date of this Act.

(d) Item 3 of section 31 of the Trademark
Act, as amended by section 3 of this Act,
applies only in the case of registrations is-
sued and registrations published under the
provisions of section 12(c) of the Trademark
Act on or after the effective date of this Act.

Sec. 10. Section 266 of title 35, United
States Code, is repealed.

The chapter analysis of chapter 27 of title
86, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out the following item:

“266, Issue of patents without fees to Gov-
ernment employees."

Sec. 11. Section 112 of title 85, United
States Code, 1s amended by adding to the
second paragraph thereof the following sen-
tence: “A clalm may be written in inde-
pendent or dependent form, and if in de-
pendent form, it shall be construed to in-
clude all the limitations of the claim
incorporated by reference into the depend-
ent claim.”

Sec. 12, Section 282 of title 35, United
States Code, is amended by deletion of the
first paragraph thereof and substituting
therefor the following paragraph:

“A patent shall be presumed valid. Each
claim of a patent (whether in independent
or dependent form) shall be presumed valid
independently of the validity of other claims;
dependent claims shall be presumed valid
even though dependent upon an invalid
claim, The burden of establishing in-
validity of a patent or any claim thereof
shall rest on the party asserting it.”

Mr. WILLIS (interrupting the reading
of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I move that
further reading of the bill be dispensed
with and that the bill be open to amend-
ment at any point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON OF

ILLINOIS

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. MTr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, ANDERSON of I1-
linois: In sectlon 1, on page 1, line 7, strike
out “850” and in lieu thereof insert “875";
and on page 2, line 4, strike out “§75” and in
lieu thereof insert “£100".

In section 5, on page 6, line 16, strike out
the words “and maintenance”,
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Beginning with line 18, on page 6, strike
out all of section 6 through line 23 on
page 9.

On page 10, strike out all of section 7.

On page 10, strike out all of section 8.

On page 10, line 15, renumber “Sec, 8" as
“Sec. 68” and on page 11, line 1, of said sec-
tion, strike out the words “sections 4, 6, and
8" and in lieu thereof insert the words “sec-
tion 4",

(Renumber following sections according-
1y.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, I make no apology for dis-
turbing the tranquillity of the debate this
afternoon by rising to oppose at least in
part what has been described as a bipar-
tisan bill. For I note in the concluding
paragraph of the committee’'s own re-
port on this bill that they say the fol-
lowing:

With respect to the precise detall and
method by which increased Patent Office in-
come should be augmented, there is, of
course, room for diversity of opinion.

I bring to you that diversity of opin-
fon with these amendments I have of-
fered. I might say in simple summary
for the benefit of the Members of the
House who may have come in since I
spoke earlier this afternoon under the
rule that these amendments taken en
bloc are identical with the bill that has
already been introduced in the other
body by the junior Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typincsl.

The amendments would increase the
original issue fee or application fee to
$75; they would increase the final issu-
ance fee to $100; and then they would
strike out all the sections of the bill as
they relate to maintenance fees.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat what I said
earlier. I think that particularly under
the Constitution of the United States
this House of Representatives has a very
peculiar responsibility with respect to
this entire matter of inventors and with
respect to our patent system.

Mr. Chairman, I now read from the
Constitution itself, article I, section 8,
which states as follows: “To promote the
Progress of Science and useful Arts, by
security for limited Times to Authors
and Inventors the exclusive Right to
tgeir respective Writings and Discov-
e es.!l

Mr. Chairman, we ought to be very
careful that we do not do something
through the enactment of this legisla-
tion which would serve as a disincentive
to those innumerable small inventors
who down through the years have given
of their genius and the product of their
brainpower and who have helped to
make this Nation the great industrial na-
tion which it is.

Mr. Chairman, it has been pointed out
and I now take it as an example, the
invention of power steering. It laid dor-
mant in the Patent Office of the United
States for something like 30 years until
finally it came out and was put into use.

Mr. Chairman, we do not want even
a little skimpy $50 or $100 or $150 main-
tenance fee to discourage some inventor
from maintaining a patent that could be
a useful one.

Mr. Chairman, I do not feel that when
I come to the well of the House, as has
been alluded to by an earlier speaker,
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that I am coming to you insincerely and
talking out of both sides of my mouth
about economy in Government.

This amendment, which proposes to
raise the original issue fee and applica-
tion fees, if adopted, would raise as much
as under the maintenance fee system. I
think at the same time you are going to
accomplish the purpose of putting the
Patent Office on a sounder financial
basis, and I wholly subscribe to that
motive, without risking some of the other
real inherent disadvantages that lie in
the system of maintenance fees.

Mr. Chairman, it was mentioned
earlier this afternoon, that under this
bill the Patent Office on the 5th-year
anniversary of a patent would send out
a notice to the list of inventors who have
patents on file which would otherwise
lapse. Then at the end of the 9-year
period, they would send additional no-
tices and also at the end of the 13-year
period.

Mr. Chairman, there is a provision in
here for a grace period. There is a
provision to the effect that if the pat-
entee does not respond to the first
notice he is to get another notice to
pay the fee. We must, of course, bear
in mind the further work, the bureauc-
racy and the mechanical work that is
going to have to go on and which has
to take place if we are going to set up
this system of notifying people of these
payments that are due during the course
of this 13-year period.

Mr. Chairman, I doubt very much that
by the time we have added up all the
added costs involved in this bill we will
save very much money and streamline
and make more efficient the operation
of the Patent Office.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder how many
here have taken the time, as I have
done, to read some of the testimony
given on this bill at earlier hearings
in prior years. Very much to my regret
there were not any hearings on this
bill this year; on a bill so important to
the small inventors and the Patent Bar
and the whole country at large, protect-
ing the rights of small businessmen and
small inventors.

Mr. Chairman, I hope very much when
the time comes the members of the com-~
mittee will join me and join the gentle-
man from Connecticut and others and
will support this amendment to cut out
maintenance fees and eliminate what I
think would introduce a very new and
novel and dangerous feature into our
patent system.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. CASEY. Is not most of the ex-
pense and cost generated in filing a
patent at the time of the original filing
where provision is made in this bill to
raise the fees?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Yes, I
think there has been a lot of talk, or
there was last year anyway, not so much
this afternoon since we have all been
blessedly brief in our comments, as to
how this would eliminate deadwood in
Patent Office files. However, a lapsed
patent will remain in the files as a piece
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of paper which is, after all, the tangible
evidence of a patent. A former Assist-
ant Commissioner of the Patent Office
has testified that very little would be
accomplished in the way of “shaking-
out” Patent Office files by adopting a
system of maintenance fees.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I have listened to the proponent of this
amendment and very honestly, I cannot
follow his reasoning.

Mr. Chairman, reference has been
made to the small inventor, but this
amendment is a big man’s amendment.
It is a lawyer's amendment. It is not an
inventor’s amendment. This amendment
is against the interests of the small
inventor.

The purpose of the bill in deferring
the payment of part of the fees until af-
ter the patent is issued is to give the in-
ventor an opportunity to know whether
he can recoup his investment. This
purpose would be frustrated by tacking
on a large initial fee. The purpose is to
give the little man a chance to pay the
additional fees on a deferred basis.

What the amendment does is to im-
pose a larger flat fee upon the issuance
of the patent and in the initial stages.
I repeat, I cannot help but look upon
this amendment as a big man’'s amend-
ment, as a lawyer’s amendment. It is
not a small inventor’s amendment by any
means. It penalizes him. It proposes
payment of a large fee initially which
would be a burden on the small patent
inventor. The big corporations do not
mind this amendment. They do not
mind paying $100 for an issuing fee.
But the small inventor often may not
afford to pay this increased amount.

This amendment would impose an un-
due burden on the small inventor. It is
a lawyer’s, not an inventor’s, amendment.
It is a big man’s amendment, not a small
man’s amendment. ?

We went through all of this last year,
and I ask that this amendment again
be defeated.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the
statement that has been made by my
colleague from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON],
I want to point out an additional fact
or two. First, I want to join in what he
has said to the committee. I should
like to point out, in addition, that while
the amount of the maintenance fees may
not be so substantial, there will also be
lawyers’ fees, and service fees for record-
keeping, with which every inventor and
the lawyer representing him must con-
tend with. The recordkeeping expenses
of today’s taxation and Government reg-
ulations constitute one of the great ex-
penses of doing business.

I am informed by a responsible patent
lawyer, whose opinion I respect, that the
recordkeeping expenses of these mainte-
nance fees will total more than the
amount of the maintenance fees them-
selves. That is based on the experience
we all have as taxpayers, as business-
men, and the experience which has been
encountered in other countries where
these maintenance fees are now in force.
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Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding
that the various Patent Law Associations
have been practically unanimous in their
opposition to establishment of “mainte-
nance fees” or taxes as called for in the
present bill, H.R. 4185. The maintenance
fees are, in effect, taxes.

Insofar as the position of the Patent
Office is concerned, there appears to be
no justification for this additional as-
sessment against the patentees. There
is no action which the Patent Office must
take in order to maintain patents in
force. Once a patent is granted, the
matter is beyond the jurisdiction of the
Commissioner of Patents. The patent
runs its normal 17-year life and then
expires.

The present proposal is merely a device
to pick up additional income. However,
the additional income which will come to
the Patent Office bears no relation to the
expenses of the Patent Office in the pros-
ecution of the patent application. If itis
contended that Patent Office “searches”
are rendered more expensive or more
burdensome because of the numerous
patents which lie relatively dormant in
the Patent Office, it would seem appro-
priate to adjust the fees for such
“searches” or to speed up the adoption
of modern methods which can reduce the
expense of this operation.

Mr. Chairman, the experience in other
countries, where annual faxes and other
periodic burdens are imposed, should be
sufficient for us to reject this part of the
bill and to act favorably on the amend-~
ment of the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
ANDERSON, in support of an increased fil-
ing fee. I am convinced that this amend-
ment is in the best interests of the in-
ventors—large and small, individual and
corporate—whose valuable services in
developing new articles and processes
should be encouraged.

Mr. Chairman, I am very anxious to
support this bill on final passage. How-
ever, I feel strongly that the amendment
now under -consideration should be
adopted. It will make this a far better
bill and help to serve the principal ends
which the Patent Office desires and
which the Judiciary Committee of this
House is attempting to provide.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, it is a shame that we
have so few Members on the floor on such
a bill as this, which I think is very im-
portant. A lot of people today think
that this is an argument between the lit-
tle man and the big man on this. What
you are fixing to do if you adopt this
bill is to further complicate the Patent
Office.

The distinguished chairman of the
subcommiftee said if we adopt the pend-
ing amendment we will squeeze out the
little man. I do not think a $25 increase
in the filing and issuance cost in lieu
of a maintenance fee, is going to squeeze
out any little man. If he has a meri-
torious idea he will be able to find that
additional $25. They are trying to get
the Patent Office out of the red by in-
creasing the fees, but you are adding to
the maintenance of the Office. If any of
you have read this bill, there is a main-
tenance fee, but most of the work is al-
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ready done when the patent is filed and
when it is issued. Then they are going
to charge you a maintenance fee. If
someone does not want to pay that main-
tenance fee the first 5 years, he can give
notice and postpone it until the 9th year.
Then he will have to pay both. If he
does not pay both, the patent is dropped
and the Government receives nothing.
The Patent Office will have to send him
a notice and keep someone in the Office
to send out the notice as to due dates of
the fee. Why not simplify it instead of
complicating it? If they need an addi-
tional $25, let us put the additional $25
on it in the beginning and then keep from
hiring somebody to check on it through
the years. Under the bill if a man fails
to pay the maintenance fee on the date
due, he has a 6-month period of
grace in whieh to pay it. This sounds
to me like it is going to complicate the
little man’s life, and it is going to com-
plicate the big man’s life, as it will be
difficult to determine when a patent has
truly expired. You are going to create
a new section in the Patent Office to
maintain records and notify him about
the maintenance fee. This is no argu-
ment between big boys and little boys.
If they have any kind of idea, they can
find the additional $25.

I think the committee has been con-
structive and deserves commendation for
bringing in a raise in fees. There is no
question that they are necessary. But
again, I say we should be more interested
in simplifying governmental affairs
rather than complicating them.

The gentleman has offered, in my
opinion, a good amendment and should
be commended for doing so. He was
told awhile ago by the gentleman from
New York [Mr, Linpsay] that if he
wanted to be constructive, he should in-
clude in his amendment an increase in
the fees to take care of the maintenance
cost. This, he did to show his good
faith. Then, after the amendment be-
ing offered, the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee [Mr., WiLL1s] jumps
on him for increasing the fees, saying
that he is going to squeeze out the little
man. He is somewhat like the canary
caught in the badminton game. He is
being knocked back and forth by both
sides. But I assure you that the increase
proposed by the gentleman’s amendment
is not going to squeeze out anyone.

I think the gentleman has offered a
good amendment, and it should be
adopted by this House in the name of
simplification of our Government, as well
as meeting the need for the increased
revenue,

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I join the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana in opposition
to the amendment.

I want to compliment the gentleman
from Illinois. He is most versatile and
skilled in debate. When we were argu-
ing the rule, I understood that the
gentleman complained that the patentee
would be put to a great deal of trouble,
inconvenience, and expense in keeping
books and hiring lawyers to remind him-
self to pay the maintenance fees timely.
Then after we got into the Committee
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of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, I notice the distinguished gentle-
man saw fit to complain about the addi-
tional costs that will be incurred by the
Patent Office in giving notice of the
maintenance fee. The gentleman from
Illinois also called attention to the rec-
ordkeeping that might be required by
this bill.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POFF. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The rea-
son I mentioned the fact that additional
legal expense might develop is that in
Europe, where the maintenance fee sys-
tem originated, there has been objection
to it. The lawyers take care of notify-
ing the client when the fee is due, and
so forth, and naturally they charge a fee
for their services. So the patentee will
not only be paying a maintenance fee
but paying a lawyer for his services.

Mr. POFF. It is not likely the pat-
entee would hire a lawyer to write a
check and sign his name to it under a
power of attorney, when the patentee
would be forwarded by Patent Office no-
tice well in advance of the fee deadline.

To the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
McCrory] may I say I do not under-
stand how additional recordkeeping of
any consequence would be thrust upon
the patentee when the bill, as I have
said before, requires not one but several
kinds of notices to be made to the
patentee.

Mr, McCL.ORY Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POFF. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. McCLORY. The point I am trying
to make is twofold really. Recordkeep-
ing is going to be involved not only on
the part of the patentee buf also in the
Patent Office itself. As I understand it,
at the present time when a patent is
granted, there is no further recordkeep-
ing that is required in the Patent Office.
The patent is there and it remains on
record and there is no further servicing.
Under this legislation, if it is enacted
without this amendment, there would
have to be additional recordkeeping at
the end of the 5-year period and at the
end of the 9-year period and at the end
of 13 years.

Also, the effect of this bill will be to
require the patentee or his agent or at-
torney to keep records during that time.
It is this combination of records that
combines to add to the expense because
there are service charges and additional
expenses which are incurred in connec-
tion with the proposed maintenance fees
or taxes.

Mr. POFF. Ithank the gentleman, but
I am afraid the gentleman in his re-
sponse ignores the fact that when a new
patent application requires a new search
of the records, the search is more expen-
sive to the Patent Office if there are
many unexpired patents which, in fact,
are not being used by the patentee or his
licensee. If the effect of this legisla-
tion would be to reduce the number of
such patents, then I think possibly we
could look forward to substantial sav-
ings. I might also respond to the gentle-
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man from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON] who
offered an amendment which would in
the first instance increase the filing fee
from $50 to $75. We must understand
the filing fee is paid before the applicant
has any assurance whatever that his
patent is going to be granted. There-
fore, he is being saddled with an extra
burden at a time when he can afford it
least. Then also the gentleman'’s amend-
ment would increase the issuance fee
from $75 to $100. Altogether this rep-
resents an increase of $50 which is only
$25 less than the total amount that the
applicant can pay by exercising the op-
tion granted him under section (g), page
9, of the bill.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
must oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr, GIAIMO. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. We have heard state-
ments made here today, Mr. Chairman,
that we all want to economize on this
bill. Everyone who has been working
on the bill in committee wanted to econ-
omize on this bill. We want to make
certain that the small inventor, the man
who cannot afford to spend large sums
of money on fees, is protected and see
that he is not taken advantage of. All
of this I am in agreement with. Cer-
tainly, I am in agreement with the con-
cept, for example, of trying to make the
Patent Office more self-sustaining. But
the committee comes here to the floor of
the House with a bill designed primarily
to accomplish this purpose and they say
that in order to accomplish this, we will
inerease the amount of the payment that
must be paid now on existing charges on
the application and on the issuance of
the patent. But then they go one step
further and they say that in order to do
this, let us create a new type of fee, a
maintenance fee. I suggest that when
they do this—when they create this new
type of fee which we call a maintenance
fee and which has been in existence
in the countries of Europe, they are go-
ing beyond the mere attempt to increase
existing fees—which fees have not been
increased for many years—in the at-
tempt to make the Patent Office more
self-sufficient.

They are now saying that for the
privilege of owning a patent or for the
privilege of working a patent, we are go-
ing to charge the patent holder an in-
direct tax, if you will, and put the burden
on the user. In order to soften this bur-
den and in order to mitigate this—be-
cause we had difficulty with this last
yvear—they have perfected their bill in
my opinion as compared to the bill that
was brought here last year, and they now
have this optional provision whereby in-
tead of paying the $50 in 5 years and the
$100 in 9 years and the $150 in 13 years
for maintenance, it is made a flat sum
of $75. Or one can defer his payment
until he derives monetary benefit from
the patent.

By doing this, is it a simple attempt
to raise existing fees, as the gentleman
from Illinois suggested and as I have
suggested, in order to make this Office
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more self-sustaining, or are we bringing
something new into this; namely, an in-
direct user tax on the small inventors
of America? The large inventors will
pay whatever fees are created by law,
but the small inventor is the man about
whom we are concerned and about whom
this country historically has been con-
cerned.

Once having established the principle
of maintenance fee, once enacting it
into law, will we open the door in future
years for increasing it, for opening it
further, for eliminating the option?
Then, instead of paying a small amount
of increase, as suggested in the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Illinois, $25
on filing and another $25 on issuance,
or $50, will it be opened up wide?

Already we have written into the law
the optional sum of $75 minimum to
$300 maximum, and even more than that,
I am told by people in the field.

Therefore, I am quite concerned about
establishing this new principle of a
maintenance fee. I should like to see
an attempt made to get started on try-
ing to make the Office more self-sustain-
ing by sticking to established existing
law, which provides for the charges on
application and issuance of patent. Let
us see how that works. Let us see how
much money that will bring in, and then
determine whether there should be an-
other modest increase in the existing fees,
before we go into this new type of fee,
which I claim is an indirect user tax.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman from Con-
necticut yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. Iyield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman for his statement and for
supporting my amendment.

The gentleman asked the question of
whether we are putting a user tax on the
inventor. I recall the colloquy a few
minutes ago between the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. WaceconNNER] and the dis-
tinguished chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
WiLLisl. That question was answered
in the affirmative. Yes, that is what the
bill would do, unless we amend it. By
passage of the bill we would put a user
tax on the inventor.

Mr. GIAIMO. Yet they come in here
to claim that this is simply a bill to
increase the fees, to make the Office more
self-sustaining; is that not so?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. As the
gentleman has pointed out, it is far more
than that. It involves a principle which
could be destructive of the patent system.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I rise only to say I support the prin-
ciple of this bill. I am not familiar with
all the details of the amendment, but I
support the overall principle of the bill.

This subject comes before my subcom-
mittee of the Appropriations Committee.
When I first went on the Appropriations
Committee, the request of the Patent Of-
fice was approximately $7 million. To-
day the request of the Patent Office is $37
million. There has been no increase in
fees during the period of time this great
increase has occurred.
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I believe it is time for Congress to face
up to this fact, and we must raise these
fees so that we can start to cut down on
the great deficit we have.

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman from Ohio
yield?

Mr. BOW.
from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Iam anx-
ious to point out to the Members now on
the floor that I can support this bill if
this amendment which I am proposing is
adopted, It would raise the fees which
would be collected by the Patent Office.

Because of the respect in which the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bow] is held
on both sides of the aisle, because of his
continuing concern that this Govern-
ment of ours operate on a pay-as-you-go
basis, I know Members will listen very
carefully to the position he takes.

I assure the gentleman from Ohio that
by voting “yea” on my amendment, by
supporting, he will not in any way be
subscribing to a position which could be
characterized as financial irrespon-
sibility.

The amendment would raise the fees
of the Patent Office. It would put the
Office on a far more self-sustaining basis
than it is at the present time.

My quarrel is merely with the method
in which it is sought to be done in the
original bill, by the maintenance fee
system rather than by merely increas-
ing the application fee and the final is-
suance fee.

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman for
his contribution.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr, ANDERsON of
Illinois) there were—ayes 22, noes 36.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Nix, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4185) to fix the fees payable to the
Patent Office, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 275, he
reported the hill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER, Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. AnpeErsoN of Illinols moves that the
bill H.R. 4185 be recommitted to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

I yield to the gentleman
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Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the motion to re-
commit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit,

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have an opportunity to revise and extend
tlilﬁir remarks before the vote on this
bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

RELATING TO SALARIES OF
SUPREME COURT JUSTICES

Mr, YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 276 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. Res. 276

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Un-
ion for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
5374) relating to the salaries of the Chief
Justice of the United States and of the As-
sociate Justices of the Supreme Court of
the United States. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed one hour, to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Judiclary, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAEKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-

lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 37]
Ayres Hanna Ronan
Carter Herlong Roncallo
Cederberg Eirwan Roosevelt
Conte Kluczynskl Roybal
Conyers Leggett 8t Germain
Craley Martin, Mass. Springer
Dorn May Stephens
Edwards, Ala. Mize Sweeney
Fogarty Morton Toll
Fraser Pepper Whitten
Friedel Powell Widnall
Hagan, Ga. Rivers, 8.0. Wright
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBERT). On this rollcall 401 Members
have answered to their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Younc] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
{Mr. AnpErson], pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 276
provides for consideration of H.R. 5374,
a bill relating to the salaries of the Chief
Justice of the United States and of the
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court
of the United States. The resolution
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate.

The purpose of H.R. 5374 is to in-
crease by $3,000 per annum the salaries
of the Chief Justice of the United States
and of the Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court, and thereby to restore the
differential which existed between the
salaries of Chief Justice and the Asso-
ciate Justices, on the one hand, and the
salaries of Federal judges, on the other
hand.

By the Government Employees Salary
Reform Act of 1964, which became law on
August 14, 1964, general increases were
afforded officers and employees of the
legislative, executive and judicial
branches of the Federal Government.
That act increased the basic compensa-
tion to Members of Congress and Federal
judges by $7,500 per annum, maintaining
existing differentials in the salaries of
different Federal judges. The enact-
ment, however, increased the salaries of
the Chief Justice of the United States
and of the Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court by only $4,500 per annum,
thereby reducing the preexisting differ-
ential between the salaries of the Chief
Justice and the Associate Justices on the
one hand, and the various Federal judges
on the other.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 276.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG. For what purpose does
the gentleman seek recognition?

Mr. GROSS. To ask the gentleman a
question.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield for a question.

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman tell
me why this bill came from the Judiciary
Committee rather than from the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,
which handled the pay bill last year?

Mr. YOUNG. Because it involves title
28 of the United States Code.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, who is present,
for a more complete answer.

Mr. CELLER. The salaries of Justices
and the salaries of the judiciary are un-
der bills which always have been directed
to the Committee on the Judiciary under
the rules of this House. The last salary
bill, however, contained not only in-
creases in judiciary salaries but also in-
creases in executive salaries and legis-
lative salaries, and therefore it went to
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the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

Mr. GROSS. But the facts of the mat-
ter are that the pay increase bill last
yvear was handled by the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and at least
one other pay increase bill for members
of the judiciary has been handled by the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice in past years.

The question is, How and why does the
Judiciary Committee have jurisdiction
over this bill, under the circumstances?

Mr. CELLER. I believe the gentleman
is in error. In the last Congress, the bill
was a comprehensive bill and covered all
branches of the Government.

In 1955, there was a bill increasing
salaries of Members of Congress and
members of the judiciary, and it was a
toss up as to what committee should get
it. It was, shall I say, our misfortune to
receive it. We handled the increase for
the judiciary as well as the increase for
the legislative branch.

Ordinarily, since the bill affects title
28 of the United States Code, inasmuch
as the Judiciary Committee has jurisdic-
tion over that section of the code, the bill
naturally would gravitate to the Judieci-
ary Committee.

Mr. GROSS. I was interested to hear
the gentleman say it was his misfortune
to handle this pay increase bill. I agree
with the gentleman that it is unfortunate
that the bill is here at all and I hope the
House will lose no time in defeating it.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume,

Mr. Speaker, I think it is perhaps of
some interest at this point to note the
reason we are today considering a rule
which would make in order a bill increas-
ing the salaries of Supreme Court Jus-
tices by $3,000. It isbecause of the action
taken in the other body last year during
the consideration of the pay raise bill of
1964. It is also interesting, I think, to
notice some of the reasons that were ad-
duced in support of the amendment of-
fered in the other body. This is as to
why Supreme Court judges’ salaries
should be increased by $4,500. Mr.
Speaker, it was interesting to note some
of the arguments that were pointed out
in support of this particular amendment
which would increase their salaries, as
I have said, by $4,500 rather than by
$7,600. The reason is that members of
the Court are appointed for life. In ad-
dition to having lifetime tenure, they
retire at the age of 70 on full pay. They
make no contribution at all to a retire-
ment system, as do Members of Congress
to the extent, I believe, of 7% percent.
Also, unlike Members of Congress, 1
think you will find most of them take
regular summertime vacations and, in-
deed, reports in the press would indicate
some of them even take winter vacations,
for example, in New Mexico and places
like that. The argument, of course, in
back of this legislation is that there is
some historical precedent for a $7,500
differential between the salaries of Fed-
eral district judges and Supreme Court
judeges. I leave that matter for the
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Members of the House to decide for
themselves.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. DoLz].

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time because whenever thinking of the
Supreme Court I think of last June 15,
1964, and the reapportionment decisions
handed down in Reynolds against Simms
and the related cases. It has been sug-
gested that perhaps section 2 of the bill
might be amended whereby the effective
date of the pay increase, if adopted by
this House, would be the date the Su-
preme Court reverses the decision in
Reynolds against Simms. I point out
it has also been suggested the Tuck bill
be added to this bill before us.

I recognize both of these amendments
would involve unrelated matters and
therefore are not germane to the bill,
but point out and take this time to
remind the Members that State legisla-
tive reapportionment is the most vital
domestic issue before Congress this year.
We are having some success in a biparti-
san effort in the House to dislodge a
reapportionment bill from the committee
which will conduct hearings, perhaps,
next month. If you are sincerely con-
cerned about legislative reapportion-
ment, if you really wish to preserve the
future of rural America and want to pro-
tect the rights of rural Americans, then
step forward and sign discharge peti-
tion No. 1.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOLE. Yes, Iyield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Do I un-
derstand you disapprove of one man’s
vote equalling each other man’s vote?
You disapprove of that as a prineiple in
our democracy ?

Mr. DOLE. No. WhatI approve of is
the will of the majority, and under the
Patman bill and any plan of apportion-
ment adopted would be submitted to the
people of Colorado or the people of Kan-
sas. The majority of the -electorate
would determine what plan of apportion-
ment might be adopted. As far as I am
concerned, I am willing for the majority
to rule in the State of Kansas or any
other State.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Hays].

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to ask the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER], a couple
of questions.

Will the gentleman tell me what is the
salary of these gentleman at the mo-
ment?

Mr. CELLER. Of the Supreme Court
members?

Mr. HAYS. Yes.

Mr. CELLER. The present salary of
the Chief Justice is $40,000. The sala-
ries of the Associate Justices are $39,500.
The circuit court judges receive $33,000,
and the U.S. district court judges,
$30,000.

Mr. HAYS. Is it true they can retire
on full pension after 10 years and they
contribute nothing toward the value?
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Mr. CELLER. They must be a certain
age. I think it is 70 years plus 10 years
of service or 15 years of service at age 70
they can then retire.

Mr. HAYS. I am just curious to know
why this third chamber of the legisla-
tive body in this country is so much more
highly paid than this body and the
Senate.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield.

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Speaker, I wonder
if the gentleman could tell me how much
the present Chief Justice of the United
States draws as a pension from the State
of California.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man has asked if I knew how much the
present Chief Justice draws from the
State of California under a pension and
I must say I do not know. But I will say
to the gentleman that this is a field that
needs some looking into, not only in the
case of the Chief Justice but in many
other cases. Right at the moment the
Subcommittee on Contracts of which I
am chairman has before it, or had be-
fore it—it has been withdrawn now—a
request to hire a gentleman who had
retired, to hire him under a contract of
$22,500 a year, and he is drawing a pen-
sion of over $10,000. I rejected it on the
ground that no employee of the Congress
should be making more money than a
Member of Congress. So that this is not
confined to that one area alone.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I have it on
very reliable information that the Chief
Justice is now drawing from the State of
California something between $27,000
and $30,000 per year.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. HAYS. I yield.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
wonder if the gentleman could tell the
House whether or not there is any dan-
ger, if these salaries are not raised, that
we are going to have mass resignations
from the Supreme Court. Has any
member threatened to resign?

Mr. HAYS. Ithink itisunlikely. And
I should think, since many of us were
brought back here from our offices to
listen to this debate, that this bill may
not even pass. I will say to the gentle-
maril that I have no intention of voting
for it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. HAYS. Iyield.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I wonder if it
would not be the better part of wisdom
for the Congress to reduce the salaries
of these people to the amount that leg-
islators make, since they have assumed
the legislative role?

Mr. HAYS. No; I would rather our
salaries went up to their level, if it is
all right with the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr, Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. JONES].

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I do not need 5 minutes for what I am
going to say. I think the House has acted
on this. I think, as has been pointed
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out today, there are many doubts in the
minds of many Members concerning the
wisdom of this bill. The only excuse for
it that has been given is that we should
ﬁ;petuate an inequity that already ex-

As the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
WacconNER] said, if they are going to
assume the legislative functions of Gov-
ernment, let them be paid on that basis.
I think we are wasting a lot of time here
even discussing this rule. I think we
ought to vote down the rule and throw
the whole thing out, and let the Supreme
Court know what we think about it.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Iyield.

Mr. CASEY. In order to maintain
the ratio that they are talking about
Congress would have to reduce its own
salary. Under the Constitution we
could not reduce the Court’s salary to
maintain that same ratio.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Ido not think
we could, but I do not see any reason for
this bill. They legislate on everything
else; let them legislate on their salaries.
They do not pay any attention to the
Constitution any more anyhow.

Mr., CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I have heard
comments on the judges’ pensions, to-
ward which the judges do not contribute
at all, and other fringe benefits. I be-
lieve the Court is furnished a limousine,
too. That should be considered.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I do not
know about that. But I think we ought
to vote the rule down and get down to
some real business.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, JONES of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. KEITH, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to point out to my colleagues the
pension liability which the Congress will
be putting on the taxpayers of our
country. I thought the gentleman
might be interested to know how much a
pension of approximately $40,000 a year
would cost if one had to buy it from an
insurance company. It can be safely
estimated that it would create a pension
liability of approximately one-half mil-
lion dollars. This is what we would
have to appropriate in order to fund the
pension costs. May I point out, too, that
there is no income tax levied on this
increment to their salaries. Imagine
how much money one would have to earn
in order to have enough left over at re-
tirement, a pension that would cost al-
most a half million dollars. It would,
before taxes, require these judges to earn
perhaps $125,000 to net the 40.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield so that I may ask a
question of the chairman of the full
Committee on the Judiciary?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Yes, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Is it not true that even
though any one of the Justices may re-
tire at age 70 he can be called back to
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active duty at any time with their con-
sent and this is not in fact during their
retirement?

Mr. CELLER. That is correct.

I want to also say to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Jones] that all we
do in this bill is to do exactly what we
did when we passed the salary bill. It
was the other body which made the
reduction. All we ask is that we do
exactly and repeat what we did in this
body about a year ago. We ask only
for fairness and equity.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. In response
to the gentleman from Illinois and his
question to the chairman of the com-
mittee about calling the Justices back,
in the event we would be fortunate
enough to get rid of some of them I do
not think anyone would want to call
them back.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBERT). The question is on the reso-
lution,

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore being in doubt,
the House divided, and there were—ayes
76, noes 74.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
objeet to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will ecall the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 202, nays 183, not voting 48,
as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 88]
YEAS—202

Adams Dwyer Holifield
Addabbo Dyal Holland

Edmondson Horton
Anderson, Edwards, Calif. Howard

Tenn. Erlenborn Huot

Annunzio Evans, Colo. Irwin
Ashley Farbstein Jacobs
Aspinall Farnsley Jarman
Bandstra Farnum Jennings
Bates Fascell Joelson
Bell Flood Johnson, Calif.
Bingham Foley Johnson, Okla.
Blatnlk Ford, Gerald R. Jones, Ala.
Boggs Ford, Karsten
Bolling William D.  Kastenmeler
Brademas Fraser Kee
Brooks Frelinghuysen Eeogh
Brown, Calif Fulton, Tenn. King, Calif.
Burke Gallagher King, Utah
Burton, Callf. Garmatz Krebs
Byrne, Pa Giaimo Lindsay
Byrnes, Wis Gibbons Leggett
Cabell Gilbert Long, Md.
Cahill Gillligan Love
Cameron Gonzalez McCarthy
Celler Goodell McClory
Clevenger Grabowski McCulloch
Cohelan Green, Oreg. McDowell
Corbett Green, Pa, McPFall
Corman Grider MeGrath
Culver Griffin McVicker
Curtis Griffiths Macdonald
Daddarlo Hagen, Calif. MacGregor
Danlels pern Machen
Dawson Hamilton Madden
Delaney Hanmna Mallliard
Denton Hansen, Jowa Mathias
Diggs Hansen, Wash. Matsunaga
Dingell Hathaway Meeds
Dow Hawkins Michel
Dulski Hechler Miller
Duncan, Oreg. Helstoski Minish
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Stalbaum
Stratton
Tenzer
Thomas
Thompson, La.
Thompson, N.J.
Thompson, Tex.
Todd
Trimble
Tunney
Tupper
Udall
Uliman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vivian
Walker, N. Mex.
Weltner
White, Idaho
Wilson,

Charles H,
Wolff
Wryatt
Yates
Young

Olson, Minn.
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman

Rhodes, Ariz.
Roberts
Rogers, Fla,
Rogers, Tex.
Roudebush
Satterfleld
Baylor
Schisler
Schwelker
Ecott

Secrest:
Selden
Shipley
Shriver
Slkes
Skubitz
Smith, Callf,
8mith, Va.
Springer
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Stubblefield
Sullivan

Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.

Whitener
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wydler
Younger

Kirwan
Kluczynski
Martin, Mass.
May

Mink

Mize
Morton
Philbin
Powell
Pucinski
Rivers, 8.C.

Monagan Race
Moorhead Reld, N.Y.
Morgan Resnick
Morse Reuss
Mosher Rhodes, Pa.
Moss Rivers, Alaska
Multer Robison
Murphy, Ill. Rodino
Nedzl Rogers, Colo.
Nix Rooney, N.Y.
O'Brien Rooney, Pa.
O s Rosenthal
O’Hara, Mich. Rostenkowskl
Olsen, Mont. Roush
O'Nelll, Mass. Rumsfeld
Ottinger Ryan
Patman S5t. Onge
Patten Scheuer
Pepper Schmidhauser
Perkins Schneebell
Pickle Senner
Pike Sickles
Pirnle Sisk
Pool Slack
Price Smith, Iowa
Purcell Smith, N.Y.
Quie Stafford
NAYS—183

Abbitt Everett
Abernethy Feighan
Adalir Fino
Anderson, I11. Fisher
Andrews, Flynt

George W. Fountain
Andrews, Fulton, Pa.

Glenn Fuqua
Andrews, Gathings

N. Dak. Gettys
Arends Gray
Ashbrook Greigg
Ashmore Gross
Baldwin Grover
Baring Gubser
Battin Gurney
Beckworth Haley
Belcher Hansen, Idaho
Bennett rdy
Berry Harris
Betts Harsha
Bolton Harvey, Ind.
Bonner Harvey, Mich,
Bow Hays
Bray Hébert
Brock Henderson
Broomfleld Hicks
Brown, Ohilo Hosmer
Broyhill, N.C. Hull
Broyhill, Va. Hungate
Buchanan Hutchinson
Burleson Ichord
Burton, Utah Johnson, Pa,
Cailan Jonas
Callaway Jones, Mo.
Casey Karth
Chamberlain Keith
Chelf Eing, N.Y.
Clancy Kornegay
Clark Kunkel
Clausen, Laird

Don H. Landrum
Clawson, Del Langen
Cleveland Latta
Collier ‘Lennon
Colmer Lipscomb
Conable Long, La.
Cooley McDade
Cramer McEwen
Cunningham McMillan
Curtin Mackay
Dague Mackie
Davis, Ga. Mahon
Dayis, Wis. Marsh
de la Garza Martin, Ala.
Dent Martin, Nebr.
Derwinskl Matthews
Devine Mills
Doie Minshall
Dowdy Moeller
Downing Moore
Duncan, Tenn. Morris
Ellsworth Morrison

NOT VOTING—48

Ayres Edwards, Ala.
Barrett Evins, Tenn.
Boland lon
Carey Findley
Carter Fogarty
Cederberg Friedel
Conte Hagan, Ga.
Conyers Hall
Craley Halleck
Dickinson Hanley
Donohue Herlong
Dorn Kelly

Ronan
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Roncalio Stephens Widnall
Roosevelt Sweeney Willis
Roybal Toll Wright
St Germaln Whitten Zablockl

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Eirwan for, with Mr. Rivers of South
Carolina against,

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Whitten against.

Mr. Conte for, with Mr. Hall against.

Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Stephens against.

Mr. Pucinski for, with Mrs. May against.

Mr. Fogarty for, with Mr. Edwards of Ala-
bama against.

Mr. Zablocki for, with Mr. Dorn against,

Mr. Widnall for, with Mr, Mize against,

Mr. Barrett for, with Mr. Dickinson against.

Mrs. Kelly for, with Mr. Herlong against.

Mr. Carey for, with Mr. Hagan of Georgia
against.

Until further notice:

Wright with Mr. Morton.
Hanley with Mr. Findley.
Friedel with Mr. Carter,
Fallon with Mr. Ayres.
Evins with Mr. Cederberg.
Kluezynski with Mr. Willis.
. Sweeney with Mr. St Germain,
. Roybal with Mr, Boland.

. Cooley with Mr. Conyers.
Roosevelt with Mr. Powell.
. Donohue with Mrs. Mink.
Mr, Philbin with Mr. Ronan.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 5374) relating to the
salaries of the Chief Justice of the
United States and of the Associate Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the
United States.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee on the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 5374, with
Mr. DENT in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, all this
bill does, in my humble opinion, is ask
Jjustice for our highest judges. I did not
know when the bill was to be brought up
that we would have had a sort of field
day of criticism against our highest
Court. I know that the history of our
land indicates that neither the members
of the Court nor the Members of this
House have ever been the darlings of the
Nation. Members of Congress have al-
ways been the subject of mordant and
unjustifiable criticism because of certain
laws that we have passed. So the Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court have been
subject to condign criticism at times be-
cause they have rendered decisions
which in their conscience were proper
and laudable. :

I have but to draw your attention to
the fact that our courts have been the
targets of slings and arrows; like the
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cases, for example, called the Legal
Tender cases; the Bank of United States
case; Ex parte McArdle during the Civil
War, which aroused ire and fury all over
the land. Yet the Court survived. Like
the Rock of Gibraltar it survived and
will continue to survive despite the petty
criticism that we may hear in this
Chamber against the Court.

I remember also, when I was a fresh-
man Congressman, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt did not like some of the de-
cisions of the Court which struek down
New Deal legislation. He sought to pack
the Court. Many of you may remember
that or have read it in the history. I
was one of those who stood firm as a
Member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary against the packing of that Court.

Mr. Chairman, I incurred the ill will
of the President because of my opposi-
tion to his desire to pack the Court.

Mr. Chairman, I remember also read-
ing—it was before my time—of the ob-
jection that Teddy Roosevelt leveled
against one of our greatest jurists, Oliver
Wendell Holmes.

Oliver Wendell Holmes had been the
chief judge of the highest court of
Massachusetts. The then President,
Theodore Roosevelt, thought he was lib-
eral enough to place him on the Supreme
Court. He thought that he would have
his vote in connection with the so-called
Northern Securities case. Teddy Roose-
velt wanted to break up the Northern
Securities empire. And, what hap-
pened? Oliver Wendell Holmes voted
against what Teddy Roosevelt wanted.
You know what Roosevelt said about
this great jurist? He said with refer-
ence to Oliver Wendell Holmes he could
make a man with a better backbone out
of a banana. Yet—and yet—Oliver
Wendell Holmes went forth with his
amazing decisions involving the greatest
wisdom and prescience to become one of
the greatest Justices that ever sat on
our bench despite the fact that he was
criticized by the highest official in the
land.

So, Mr. Chairman, we have Members
of this body who do not like the school
desegregation decision, who do not like
the school prayer decision, who do not
like the one-person, one-vote decision.
But let me tell you this. If any one of
those critics got into jeopardy and some-
one sought to filch his eivil rights from
him or take away his inalienable rights,
he would bless the Supreme Court be-
cause he would have recourse to the
Supreme Court to defend those rights.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it strikes me
as rather inane to have these criticisms
leveled against our Court, to use the
pique and the spite that we so often hear
to influence our judgment as to whether
we shall repeat what we did here in the
last Congress, ;

Mr. Chairman, all this bill proposes to
do is to provide for an increase of $3,000
a year to the Chief Justice of the U.S.
Supreme Court and $3,000 a year for the
eight Associate Justices of the Supreme
Court. All that is involved in this en-
tire business is $27,000 a year.

When we passed the bill in the last
Congress we provided that there would
be an increase of the congressional sal-
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aries and the salaries of the U.S. district
court judges and the salaries of the court
of appeals judges and the Associate Su-
preme Court Justices and the Chief
Justice would be increased by $7,500.

Mr. Chairman, we accepted that bill
and we passed it right in this Chamber.
It went over to the other body and the
committee over in that body approved
what we did. However, when the bill
came to the fioor of the other body you
heard the same kind of criticism in that
other body that you have heard today.
As a result they cut down the increase
by $3,000, a paltry $3,000 if I may say so.

This bill simply increases the salary of
the Chief Justice from $40,000 to $43,000,
and the salaries of the Associate Justices
from $39,500 to $42,500. That is all this
bill does.

One last word, and I shall have com-
pleted my statement: I can tell you from
my reading of history that the Supreme
Court will continue to flourish and the
Supreme Court will stand at the grave
of its tormentors. It will never do other-
wise, and thank God for that. We need
that Supreme Court. It is rather idle
and unfair that these attacks shall be
leveled against the personalities of the
Supreme Court, because they did what?
They did their duty, and I am going to
stand by the Supreme Court.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support this
legislation and to support the increases
in salaries and compensation which are
proposed to be paid to members of the
Supreme Court. To judge the compen-
sation of the members of the Court by
popularity of its decisions would be one
of the most irresponsible procedures to
follow.

The Declaration of Independence,
which states some of the basic concepts
of government by which the Republic
has lived for almost two centuries, set
up the independence of the judiciary as
one of the prime objectives of the Amer-
ican Revolution, and pointed out the fact
that a judiciary dependent upon the
Crown was one of the great tyrannies
from which we sought to escape.

In the Constitution we have attempted
by sound provisions to make sure that
the courts of America shall be able to
render their conscientious judgment on
questions of law which come before them.
So I think we have to approach the con-
sideration of this bill on the simple ques-
tion of what is equitable to pay the
highest judges in this land. That is the
basic decision to be made here, and I
think we must call on all of the Members
of the House to consider it only in that
light, and not how they themselves may
feel about the Chief Justice or about the
decisions of the Chief Justice.

Mr. MATLLIARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MAILLIARD. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

In listening to some of the discussion

that went on in consideration of the rule,
I heard the question discussed, although

I do not consider it relevant to this piece
of legislation, and I heard the statement
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made that the Chief Justice of the Su-
preme Court, former Governor of Cali-
fornia, received a pension on retirement
from the State of California of some-
where between $27,000 and $30,000 a
year.

I may say someone asked me about it,
and the reason they asked me being at
one time I was secretary to the Governor
of California, now the Chief Justice of
the United States. I said I did not know.
I knew he had served the State of Cali-
fornia in many capacities, but I had no
idea of what his pension might be.

However, I just recently telephoned
the Chief Justice’s secretary, and asked
about this. So the record may be
straight, after 33 years of public service
under a contributory retirement system,
the Chief Justice receives from the re-
tirement system $12,500 a year.

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the gentle-
man from California for a very construc-
tive contribution.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman
from Maryland say that a pension like
that, which has been referred to, is sort
of an insurance? They pay premiums,
they pay contributions, and after a cer-
tain length of time they are entitled to
certain emoluments.

For example, I am in the New York
pension system. I am in the Federal
pension system., Frankly, if I retired
now I could get a greater sum of money
than my salary, because I was cautious
enough in my younger days to take out
that insurance and enter the pension
fund of New York State. Should I be
criticized at any time or should a judse
be criticized at any time because he was
wise enough to take out a pension in the
State of which he was a resident and
the State to which he dedicated his
service?

.Mr. MATHIAS. I certainly do not
think that any public official who has
earned a pension and who, as the gen-
tleman from California advises us, con-
tributed to the fund from which the pen-
sion arises, ought to be criticized for the
fact that he has that benefit. I do not
really think, moreover, that this is ma-
terial to this discussion, any more than
the personal means of any Member of
this House is material to the fact that
he draws his salary, or some other public
official has some proper private source
of revenue.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. 1 yield to the gentle~
man from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Considering
what is being said here, the Supreme
Court is evidently on trial, and the spon-
sors of the bill are trying to sell it on that
basis. There may be some decisions of
the court I disagree with, but my opposi-
tion to this bill is not based on those de-
cisions. As a member of the salary-writ-
ing committee of the Committee on the
Post Office and Civil Service, I think the
Supreme Court Judges are very well paid
and need not receive this further in-
crease.
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I point out, as was said in the discus-
sion on the rule, that they have a life-
time pension, that they draw their salary
for a lifetime. That is a retirement pen-
sion. It is a matter of economics. For
that reason I am opposed to the bill. Ido
not like to see the decision based on what
the Supreme Court has done or not done.
That is not a matter of concern to me.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. LINDSAY. Inanswer to what the
gentlemen has just stated, that it does not
concern him, during the debate on the
rule, and the members of the Judiciary
Committee did not speak on that ques-
tion, charges were made that the Su-
preme Court has usurped the functions
of Congress and has done things which
were not the function of the Court.

It raises a matter which the gentle-
man says should not be considered. The
fact of the matter is, the basis of the vote
on this bill will, in addition to the reason-
ableness of the proposition itself, be the
integrity and independence of the Court,
because the question has been raised and
put in issue, whether the gentleman likes
it or not, and it was not put in issue by
the members of the Judiciary Committee
who are trying to report it out.

Mr. MATHIAS. I concur entirely with
the gentleman. The question of the in-
dependence of the Court is before us
whether we like it or not.

Mr. KEITH. I agree with the gentle-
man from Nebraska, but I disagree with
my colleagues, the gentlemen from New
York and from Maryland that the whole
tenor of the debate was as they tried to
indicate. My remarks were to the ques-
tion as to what was equitable and I resent
having to defend my vote on the grounds
which were charged by my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle.

The fact is this is a very substantial
pay raise that they are getting and we
are voting at the same time for an in-
creased liability insofar as the pension
fund is concerned. It seems to me that
the chairman and the ranking Republi-
can on the committee owe it to us to tell
us what are some of the fringe benefits
that go along with this position as Su-
preme Court Justice.

I pointed out during the debate that
the cost of a pension in the vicinity of
$40,000 a year is approximately $500,000
for one individual. Now that is a lot of
money and we are asking our taxpaying
constituents to fund such a liability.
This money accrues to their benefit, that
is the $500,000, without any income tax
liability, as I say, to get a pension in the
vicinity of $40,000 a year at the age of
65 or T0 costing around $450,000 would
require one to earn in their tax bracket
close to $1 million or $1,250,000.

Now the main point I want to make is

that my vote against the rule was cast
on the basis that these men are being
adequately paid for the services they
render. They are, of course, very sig-
nificant services. My vote was, in no
way, based on any resentment as to any
decisions that they have made, most of
which I support and with all of which,
of course, I will conform.
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the genfleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man, & member of the committee,

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Article ITI of the
Constitution says that the Judges shall
receive a compensation which shall not
be diminished during their continuance
in office. My opposition to this bill is
based upon the fact that I believe the
Congress should give consideration and
weight to this factor—that once a sal-
ary and a pension is set up, it cannot un-
der any circumstances constitutionally
be reduced at any time during the serv-
ice of that Judge on the Court, which
presumably is his lifetime.

Now when we set congressional sal-
aries, those salaries can be reduced and
as a matter of history, they have been
reduced. I think when we set the sal-
aries of judges, we should take into ac-
count the fact that we can never reduce
them and, consequently, we should not
be so eager and so quick to just increase
their salaries simply because we increase
other salaries. Other salaries can he
reduced, but these particular salaries
can never be reduced. That secu-
rity of salary is a factor that I think
the Congress should take into account
when the salary is fixed.

Mr. MATHIAS. I would like to re-
spond to the inquiry which is made by
the gentleman from Massachusetts as
to some of the fringe benefits. The
question of the Court’s limousine has
been raised here. I understand there
is one limousine placed at the disposal
of the Court and, of course, that is one
limousine for the entire Court. There
is full pay upon retirement at age 70 at
the conclusion of 10 years of service or
at age 65 after 15 years of service. There
is in the present law a provision for an
annuity for the widows of the members
of the Court amounting to $5,000 per
annum.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CorRMAN].

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to trace briefly the history of
the salaries of Justices of the Supreme
Court.

Traditionally, the salaries of Justices
of the Supreme Court have equaled or
exceeded salaries paid to both the Vice
President and the Speaker of the House.
In 1874, when the salaries paid to both
the Vice President and the Speaker were
set at $8,000, Justices of the Supreme
Court were receiving $10,000 per annum.
By 1925 the salaries of the Vice Presi-
dent and Speaker had increased to $15,-
000 per annum, but a year later in 1926
the salary of a Supreme Court Justice
was fixed at $20,000 per annum. In 1946
the Vice President and Speaker were re-
ceiving salaries, exclusive of any expense
allowance, of $20,000 per annum and the
Supreme Court Justices were receiving
salaries of $25,000 per annum. However,
in 1949, independent of any increase in
salaries for Members of Congress or for
Federal Judges, the basic salaries of the
Vice President and Speaker were in-
creased to $30,000 per annum. The
pattern of 25 years whereby Supreme
Court Justices received $5,000 more in
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salary than either the Vice President or
Speaker was thus reversed. However,
this was again changed in 1955 when the
basic salaries of the Vice President,
Speaker, and Supreme Court Justices
were fixed equally at $35,000 per annum.
The Chief Justice of the United States
since the Judiciary Act of 1789 has tradi-
tionally received $500 more than the As-
sociate Justices. This differential has
always been maintained.

The Commission on Judicial and Con-
gressional Salaries, appointed pursuant
to Public Law 220, 83d Congress, in its
recommendation in 1954 for an appropri-
ate salary for the Vice President stated:

Following historical precedents, the Com-
mission determined that the Speaker of the
House should receive a salary equal to that
of the Vice President.

The Commission also determined that the
compensation of the Chief Justice of the
United States, as head of the judiclal branch
of the Government, should be established
(at an amount equal to the salary recom-
mended for the Vice President).

The report of the Advisory Panel on
Federal Salary Systems—Randall Com-
mission—in 1963 also recommended that
the salaries of the Chief Justice, Vice
President, and the Speaker be fixed at
the same level.

The proposed bill would increase the
salary of each Justice by $3,000 per year
for a total annual cost of $27,000.

This was adopted by this House in the
last session. It was adopted by the com-
mittee in the other body, but amended
on the floor and compromised in con-
ference.

I believe we must address ourselves to
some of the remarks which have been
made about the decisions of the Supreme
Court. I could not say what motivates
any person’s vote, beyond what he says
motivates it, but I believe there were
some remarks demanding answers.
They were answered adequately by the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee.

I suggest that when we select only the
Justices of the Supreme Court and treat
them in a different manner from Appel-
late Justices, from trial judges and from
ourselves—when we give each of the
others of us a $7,500 pay increase and
give them $4,500—we do not demean
them, we demean ourselves.

We have a mechanism here for over-
riding a decision of the Supreme Court.
Many individuals have spoken in support
of using that mechanism.

Possibly someday we will, but at least
while I have been here the House has
refrained from undoing what the Jus-
tices have done.

I hope that we will give the other body
an opportunity to remedy the error it
made in the last Congress and to follow
the pattern which we set, to treat the Su-
preme Court Justices equally with Mem-
bers of Congress and other Federal
judges.

I do not believe there is any question
that any of us would ever change his
vote because of the salary paid. I am
equally confident that the Justices are
not going to change their decisions be-
cause we do or do not raise their salaries.

It would be worthy of the House to give
to the other body an opportunity to
amend the errors of its ways.
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Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Kerra].

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I must
say that I, too, like the tenor of the de-
bate now more than that which pre-
vailed during the discussion on the rule.

I should like to shed a little more light
on the question of the widow's annuity.
I am told that the Supreme Court Jus-
tices have, as we do, $20,000 group life
insurance, plus $20,000 for accidental
death and dismemberment. In addition
to that they have the $5,000 annuity,
which certainly has a present value at
death in the estate of the decedent.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a cor-
rection?

Mr. KEITH. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. There is
an annuity of $5,000 for widows of Jus-
tices. That is all they get. There was
a proposal here last year to raise that to
$10,000, but it never was increased. That
relates to widows of Justices.

We approved a piece of legislation
either two or three Congresses ago—I be-
lieve it was three—to authorize the
judges, if they so desired, to enter into a
plan for assistance to their widows in the
event of death, by contributing to that
plan.

We felt that the amount of assistance
that the widows now in existence would
receive once the Justices passed on would
be such that the plan would be actuarily
sound and that the judges themselves
would be paying for the pension which
the widows would get. That applies to
all Federal judges, aside from the Su-
preme Court Justices who would like to
participate. That is the record as I un-
derstand it.

Mr. EEITH. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make a point here and if I do not
clear up the questions that are pending,
I will be glad to yield further. The point
is that this $5,000 annuity certainly has,
in the estate of the decedent, a value
approximating $75,000, and that is a
pretty good fringe benefit. With the sal-
ary which they do get now they can cer-
tainly set aside enough money or buy
enough life insurance to take care of
their obligations.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me on that point?

Mr. KEITH, I will be glad to yield
to you, particularly if you are going to
stick to the subject, as was suggested by
my mlleasues over here.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Of course I am go-
ing to stick to the subject. I do not
know whether the gentleman can answer
the question or not. Perhaps the gentle-
man from Colorado [Mr. RoGgers] can.

While you are on the subject of the
judges’ widows, I would like to know
when Justice Douglas passes on how
many of his widows we will be required
to compensate?

Mr. KEITH. I cannot answer that
question—I would hate to be the attorney
in that estate.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I think
that statement of the gentleman from
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Mississippi is quite unworthy and I hope
sober judgment will descend upon him
and he will strike those remarks from
the RECORD.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman is
not suggesting that the remarks are out
of order?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. JoELsON].

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, in the
last session of Congress when we re-
moved the differential in favor of the
Supreme Court Justices there were many
who did this merely to engage in a bald
act of vengeance.

I would urge my colleagues not to fix
salaries on the basis of the popularity of
decisions because this does terrible vio-
lence to the integrity of the entire
judicial process.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a
minute?

Mr. JOELSON. Yes. Briefly.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The House
itself approved what we are asking to do
here. It was not any vengeance on our
part. All we are asking is that the House
reiterate what we did in the last session
of Congress.

Mr. JOELSON. I agree with the gen-
tleman, and I certainly endorse what he
is trying to have done. However, I feel
that whether we agree with a particular
decision or do not agree with that deci-
sion, it is a terribly dangerous precedent
to try to blackjack judges by exercising
our own power over the purse strings.

I thank God that we have people on
the Supreme Court who would not re-
spond to that type of unfair and, I would
say, crude type of pressure.

I am confident that notwithstanding
the petty and mean remarks that have
been made here today, the judges of the
Supreme Court will continue to do their
duty as they see it and not strive for
popularity in order to get a pay increase.
They will strive to render the best possi-
ble decisions for the good of all America.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FINDpLEY].

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I was
in the Chamber during part of rolleall
No. 38. I was called off the floor on
official business and was unable to an-
swer to my name. Had I been able to
answer my vote would have been ‘“No.”

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MIcHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, some
mention was made of fringe benefits of
members of the Supreme Court. Is it
not true that the retirement pay that is
drawn by a member of the Supreme
Court is all tax free?

Mr. MATHIAS. No; that is not so.

Mr. MICHEL. Will the gentleman
please clarify that? I have been under
the impression that while the members
of the Supreme Court do not contribute
to a retirement program, the total
amount they receive on retirement is tax
free. I have wondered if that was the
case and if it was, to strike the contrast
between what they would be getting as
against the pay of a Member of Congress
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who even after retirement would pay the
going rate of income tax on his retire-
ment benefit.

Mr. MATHIAS. For the Supreme
Court this is not a contributory retire-
ment system, but it is not exempt from
the Federal income tax.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. First of all
a Federal judge does not contribute to
any retirement fund from which he will
thereafter draw.

Mr. MICHEL. Is that true of a U.S.
distriet court judge?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gen-
tleman from Michigan read that portion
of the Constitution which is applicable.
We may not reduce their salaries. Itisa
lifetime position that a judge occupies,
and under the Constitution we may not
reduce his salary. Nor can we cut down
the term of a judge. Hence the necessity
of a retirement system for Federal
judges, which is something that we are
not discussing under this bill.

Mr. MICHEL. If that is the case, then
he actually gets more on retirement than
when he is in the service, because when
he is in the service certainly he is being
taxed at the going tax rate.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
his salary until he dies.

Mr. MICHEL. Does he not pay a Fed-
eral tax on his salary?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. MICHEL. And when he retires
there is no income tax on his retirement
pay?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. He pays a
tax just like anybody else.

Mr, MICHEL. If that is the case, then
I am satisfied. I was of the understand-
ing that he retired on his full income.

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield.

Mr. TENZER. It is not retirement
pay. Itis just a continuation of his sal-
ary for life and, therefore, taxable,

Mr. MICHEL. And therefore taxable;
I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YaTes].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I want to
associate myself with the elogquent state-
ment by the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee in favor of this bill. I sup-
port this bill for many reasons. Time
will permit me to mention only a few.

The cornerstone of American democ-
racy is an independent and impartial
judiciary. We are proud of the Ameri-
can judicial system and the highest court
in that system is the Supreme Court
of the United States. Since its incep-
tion, it has always been a hallowed and
revered institution. It is such an insti-
tution today. It is the branch of our
Government which is free from the shift-
ing winds of politics and it should be
permitted to stay that way. It ought
not to be dragged into a political fight
with the Congress.

It is apparent from the debate today
that petty piques, resentment, and even
vindictiveness are not foreign to it.

He draws
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Many of the Members of this House say
they want an independent judiciary.
Yet it is apparent from the debate that
the contrary is true. They want a judi-
ciary that is independent but not too in-
dependent. They want a judiciary which
agrees with their views. They want the
Court to avoid controversy in an ex-
plosive time when controversy is a part
of our way of life. But controversy and
storm have reached the Court all during
its existence. This is not the first time
it has been attacked by Members of Con-
gress nor will it be the last.

During the debate on the rule, one of
the Members on the other side said:
“Let us not pass this bill until we can
attach the apportionment bill to it.” I
suppose the statement was made face-
tiously, but how many times is truth
spoken in jest? Would the Court be sub-
ject to eriticism which has been heaped
upon it today had it decided otherwise in
the apportionment and redistricting
cases?

Would the Court have received the op-
probrium it has received today if it had
not been so vigorous in championing in-
dividual freedoms and civil rights?

Would the Court have suffered the
sarcastic comment and censure if it had
not been willing to take an unpopular
position on other controversial matters?

In great measure, Mr. Chairman, the
unfortunate remarks that have been
made today on this floor are a reaction to
some of the controversial decisions of the
Court.

Mr. Chairman, I regret the form this
debate has taken. Emotional and face-
tious hostility tends to undermine the
confidence which Americans have in the
integrity of the Supreme Court of the
United States. We are not dealing with
individual Justices—we are dealing with
an institution. We are dealing with the
remuneration which membership in that
institution should bring. Over the years
a certain formula has been established
which was broken last year by what can
only be described as a congressional re-
taliation for what it considered judicial
usurpation of its prerogatives. It wasan
unfair action, because the Supreme Court
cannot fight back.

Mr. Chairman, those who have been
appointed to the Court are among the
best lawyers in the land. They should be
given a salary commensurate with the
position they occupy.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. Yes,Iyield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The gentle-
man talks about qualifications. What
qualification does a member of the Su-
preme Court have in order to say that
they are the best lawyers in the country?
We have lawyers here in the House of
Representatives, I believe, who know
more law in a minute than they have
learned in a lifetime. :

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from
Missouri is entitled to his opinion. But
I believe history will show that some of
the judges on this Court will join the
great heroes of the Court who have gone
down in our history, men like John
Marshall, Cardozo, Brandeis, Holmes,
Story, and others.
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Mr. Chairman, I say to the gentleman
I do not agree with all the decisions of
the Court, but it is too much to expect
that any person would agree with every
decision in the most complex and con-
troversial cases of our time. Every Court
writes history and this Court is no ex-
ception. I want the Court to be free and
independent of any congressional pres-
sure. That is what is involved here. I
want an independent judiciary. I want
a court that will not bend to the will of
this Congress, if you please. If the Con-
gress does not like a decision of the Court,
it can change it. It can overrule it. If
a constitutional point is involved, it can
initiate proceedings to change the Con-
stitution. That is the way to deal with
decisions of the Court that are believed
wrong—not by cutting the salary of the
Justices, in effect.

Mr. Chairman, the rule of comity
should be observed. This bill proposes
to right the wrong committed in last
year’s salary bill. I urge its passage.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. FARBSTEIN].

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to direct myself to the eco-
nomiecs of the situation. The question
of economics was raised a moment ago.
I really believe that this nitpicking
should be beneath us, because from the
standpoint of economics these men are
making a very great financial sacrifice.
Were any of these men to practice their
profession out in the commercial field
they undoubtedly would earn twice or
even three times as much as their sal-
aries are today.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is very im-
portant that we at this time do not carp
in the fashion that we do about the in-
crease we seek to restore that was re-
jected by the other body last year.

Now, Mr. Chairman, insofar as their
qualifications are concerned it is our
Presidents who have determined, after
thorough examination, that these men
are qualified and that they are fit to sit
in the exalted position which they oc-
cupy today.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I will say to
the gentleman that I do not approve of
the decisions that all of our Presidents
have made with respect to their choices
of members to sit on the Supreme Court
and a lot of the people throughout this
country do not agree with them.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Of course, no one
objects to your opinion. You have a
perfect right to do so.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. And I will ex-
press it.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. We have to remem-
ber that the majority of the people of
this Nation have elected the President
and the President has the right to deter-
mine whom he wants to choose as Su-
preme Court Justice. I am satisfied to
go by the determination of the President
of the United States. I am satisfied that
the President does not willy-nilly pick
any man off the streets and make him
a Supreme Court Justice.

Mr. Chairman, it is upon that basis and
foundation that I am satisfied that these
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men should receive what this bill pro-
vides and I am going to vote for the bill.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Also, after
he is picked he must be confirmed by at
least one body of the Congress; is that
not correct?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. That is correct.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER].

Mr., PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I am
grateful to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary for
the privilege to record my sentiments in
accordance with the action of this House
in the 88th Congress and against the
spite vote of the other body against cer-
tain decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard much
about the division of our Government
into three separate departments. We
have heard too little about the necessity
of those three departments of the Gov-
ernment working together in harmony
and in comity as an essential to the
maintenance and the preservation of our
form of Government.

To deny the Justices of the Supreme
Court the increase in compensation
which the Congress extended last year to
the Member of the Congress and to com-
parable members of the Executive de-
partment is the same principle as if Con-
gress were to cut the salaries of the
Justices of the Supreme Court because
Congress did not like the decisions of
the Supreme Court.

Congress has the sheer power, Mr.
Chairman, to refuse te appropriate the
funds to provide any salaries for the
Justices of the Supreme Court if we
sought in violation of the Constitution
to destroy that Court by depriving the
Justices thereof of a living in the per-
formance of their high duties.

We could deny the President his sal-
ary, the expenses of his office; and the
President could refuse to enforce any of
the decisions of the Supreme Court if
this House would not enact articles of
impeachment against him and, if so, one-
third plus one of the Members of the
other body would not impeach him. And
the President could refuse to enforce any
of the laws that we enact, if one-third,
plus one, of the Members of the other
gclady would sustain him and not impeach

m.

If we of all the departments of the
Government do not work together, Mr.
Chairman, we cannot have the kind of
government which God has blessed us
with possessing under the Constitution
of our country.

I am told that not once in our history
has the Congress in spite against the
decisions of the Supreme Court at-
tempted to cut the salaries of the Su-
preme Court Justices.

Mr. Chairman, the decisions of the U.S.
Supreme Court are not at issue here to-
day. If they were, I would say thank God
for them and for a court with the cour-
age and character to make the Constitu-
tion a vital and living blessing to all the
people of our land and to set a course in
the protection of the freedom of all of
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our people which the President and the
Congress, although often tardily, have
followed with increasing fidelity.

Mr. Chairman, in this critical time we
need to remember the words of Mr. Jus-
tice Jackson, an earnest member of the
Supreme Court, speaking at Nuremberg
in the trial of the Nazi eriminals, which
I was privileged to hear:

Let us pray that the day shall come when
every man shall live by no man's leave under-
neath the law.

Let this House, at a time when we seek
peace through law in the world, neither
discredit the law nor fail to do our full
duty in comity as a department of the
Government by giving countenance to a
spite attack upon those who preside in
our own temple of justice dedicated to
“equal justice under law.”

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KEITH].

Mr, KEITH, Mr, Chairman, I have
been listening to all these arguments
that have been advanced concerning
these Judges. I would like to say, that
they mostly came from the government.
We had recent appointments to the
Supreme Court who came from the Fed-
eral Government. They received quite
substantial increases when they took
their positions. My point is that these
judges have been promoted in public
service from the lower courts, and they
are being well paid for the service which
they render.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEEITH. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. One of the most recent
appointees is Mr. Justice Goldberg. Mr.
Justice Goldberg came to that Court
after having been one of the Secretaries
in the President’'s Cabinet, and before
that he was a very highly paid lawyer in
private practice. So the gentleman is in-
correct in describing him as coming from
the ranks of government.

Mr, KEITH. He came from the De-
partment of Labor, and that Department
paid him $20,000 a year.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEITH. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I have been hopeful I
might find an argument fo change the
gentleman’s mind. The Chief Justice
took a cut when he came from California
where he had served for many years.

Mr. EEITH. He got his pension from
that position, and is being paid this pen-
sion in addition to his present salary,
thereby giving him a very nice net in-
come.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I regret the fact that
my distinguished colleague and friend
from Florida made certain observations
and taking the stand of bipartisanship,
for which I join with him.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, if I said
anything about Democrats and Republi-
cans I am not aware of it. I was talking
about the action of the ofther body as a
body in not giving that increase which
this House gave to the Justices of the
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Supreme Court. I was not talking about
anything but the Constitution.

Mr. MATHIAS. I appreciate my good
friend’s clarification on that.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I think
I was the one who mentioned that, be-
cause of a statement made by one of the
gentlemen on the other side of the aisle
who talked about the apportionment bill
being added to this bill.

Mr. MATHIAS. I want the record to
be clear. There was reference to de-
creasing the salaries of the members of
the Supreme Court. Of course, such de-
crease would be strictly prohibited by
the Constitution.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill which was
foreseen by the defenders of this Repub-
lic at the time of the Constitutional Con-
vention. One of the subjects that was
discussed in the Constitutional Conven-
tion was the means of keeping the judi-
ciary independent and thoroughly apart
by insisting that the legislative body had
the authority to increase but not decrease
the salaries of judges.

He made the point that the value of
money may alter and, as he put it, the
state of society might change, which
would require an increase. We have
seen this happen.

Alexander Hamilton, writing in the
Federal papers, made comment along
the same line. He made it very clear
that he felt it would be necessary
under some conditions to adjust upward
the salaries of the Federal judiciary in
order to assure its independence.

George Washington himself has made
a record on this in which he said in a
letter dated April 3, 1790:

I have always been persuaded that the
stability of the National Government and
consequently the happiness of the people of
the United States would depend in a con-
siderable degree on the interpretation of its
laws. In my opinion, therefore, it is im-
portant that the judiclary system should not
only be independent in its operation, but as
perfect as possible in its formation.

I think the precedents are very clear
that this Nation has been committed for
vears to an independent judiciary which
should not be subject to attack on the
basis of the popularity of its decisions.
On this basis I support this bill.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. I wonder, in the light
of what has been said, if we might be
permitted to oppose this bill without
being accused of vengeance or nit-
picking. Those of us who voted against
the 1964 pay raise bill and who are con-
sistent in voting “no” today may do so
for reasons that might have nothing
whatsoever to do with the decisions or
the conduect of the Court, might we not?

Mr. MATHIAS. Does the gentleman
direct that question to me?

Mr. COLLIER. Yes, because up to
now I have not heard anyone concede
that a Member might vote against this
on grounds of adequate compensation
and benefits already provided.

Mr. MATHIAS. I think we are mak-

ing this decision on the Constitution and

the facts. I am sure the gentleman will
act on that basis, as he always does.
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Mr. COLLIER. Let me say that I do
not resent any colleague questioning my
judgment, but I resent their questioning
my motivations.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr, IcHORD].

Mr. ICHORD. Mr, Chairman, I have
listened to the debate throughout the
past 30 minutes. I certainly agree with
the gentleman from Maryland and the
distinguished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee that we should not take into
consideration any adverse feelings to-
ward the decisions of the Supreme Court.
But since the matter of qualifications
has arisen, I am sure the gentleman from
Maryland and the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee will agree that the
qualifications of the members of the Su-
preme Court do have a legitimate bear-
ing on how much they should be paid.
As I recall the Constitution, there are no
qualifications established in the Consti-
tution for a member of the Supreme
Court. Am I correct in that belief, may
I ask the gentleman from Maryland?

Mr. MATHIAS. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It does not
require a lawyer.

Mr. ICHORD. Are there any statutory
requirements? .

Mr. MATHIAS. None that I know of.

Mr. ICHORD. Do not the gentleman
from Maryland and the distinguished
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
feel that the men who are on the highest
court of the land should have great and
profound knowledge of both the Consti-
tution and the law of the Nation? They
should be men of great background in
the law. They should be fair and im-
partial, and they should also be inde-
pendent. But let us look at the expe-
rience of the present members of the
Supreme Court.

At this time I will read to the gentle-
man from Colorado the prior judicial ex-
perience of the members of the Supreme
Court:

Chief Justice Warren—none.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time is in con-
trol of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CELLER].

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I have
yielded back the balance of my time.

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri.

Mr. ICHORD. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for his courtesy.

I will continue reading the qualifica-
tions of the present members of the Su-
preme Court as to their prior judicial
experience which I called to obtain when
the question arose.

Chief Justice Warren—none.

Justice Black—1 year as a police judge
in the city of Birmingham, Ala., from
1910 to 1911.

Justice Douglas—none.

Justice Clark—none.

Justice Harlan—1 year on the U.S.
court of appeals, from 1954 to 1955.

Justice Brennan—1 year on circuit
court of New Jersey, from 1949 to 1950;




5282

Appellate Court of New Jersey, from
1950 to 1952; Supreme Court of New Jer-
sey, from 1952 to 1956.

Justice Stewart—4 years on U.S. Court
of Appeals, from 1954 to 1958.

Justice White—none.

Justice Goldberg—none.

I point out to the gentleman from
Colorado that of the nine members of
the U.S. Supreme Court, there is a total
of 13 years' prior judicial experience if
you count 1 year as a police judge for
Justice Black in the city of Birmingham,
Ala, And of those nine members, one
member, Justice Brennan, has well over
half of that total experience, he having
T years prior judicial experience.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ICHORD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the
gentleman base the qualification of Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court only on their
prior judicial experience?

Mr. ICHORD. No, but I feel that the
members of the highest Court of our
land should have some prior judicial
experience. I submit that this Congress
has been derelict in its duty when it
fails to set up any qualifications for
members of the Supreme Court.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
there have been a number of anti-
Supreme Court statements here today
and also a few allegations that one’s
position on this bill is determined by one’s
‘attitude toward the Court. I want to
make it clear that my vote on this bill
is in no way a reflection of my attitude
toward the Court and I do not think that
is the basis for the position of very many
Members. Certainly, salaries should
never be determined by the popularity
rating of judges’ decisions.

Existing law provides the Associate
Supreme Court Justices with $9,500 per
year more in salary than is paid to dis-
trict court judges and Members of the
Senate and House of Representatives.
They also receive considerably more than
Cabinet members. I simply believe the
differential in existing law is adequate.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman,
neither the popularity of certain Su-
preme Court decisions nor the pension
the Chief Justice receives from the State
of California should have any bearing
on our deliberations here today with re-
spect to H.R. 5374. Certainly this Mem-
ber has no desire to punish or slap the
Court. While I am opposed to this bill,
my opposition is not based on any such
unrelated arguments as those presented
today, and I wish to disassociate myself
from the arguments of those opponents
of this measure who so obviously are of
a different opinion.

I voted against both Government em-
ployee pay raise bills in the 88th Con-
gress because they included substantial

pay raises for Members of Congress and
various other officials in a year when the

Federal Government was incurring bil-
lions of dollars of debt, because I felt that
the disparity between various levels and
categories of Government officials needed
adjustment, and for other reasons. Iam
opposed to this bill, which was a part of
the previous bill when it passed the
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House because I am still of the same
opinion. I do, however, regret that some
seem determined to make opposition to
this bill appear to be opposition to the
Supreme Court, which is certainly not
accurate in my case.

Mr. Chairman, had this bill been con-
sidered by the Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee, rather than the Judi-
ciary Committee, possibly the debate
would have centered on Government
salary levels and other pertinent matters,
rather than on the assorted unrelated
topiecs which have occupied and confused
the debate today.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to deplore the defeat of legislation
which would have provided salary in-
creases for the Justices of the Supreme
Court consonant with those granted all
other Federal employees last year. This
legislation was actually approved by this
body last year.

One of the cornerstones of our Amer-
ican democracy is an independent and
impartial judiciary. The Supreme Court
of the United States is the highest court
in our judicial system, and it is a hal-
lowed and respected institution. It
should not be subject to the shifting
tides of politics.

Although many of our colleagues as-
sert that they want an independent judi-
ciary, it is apparent from the debate that
what they want is a judiciary that agrees
with them.

This was not the first time the Su-
preme Court has been attacked by Mem-
bers of Congress, and it undoubtedly
will not be the last. But to attempt to
punish the Court by denying its Justices
a salary increase afforded all other Fed-
eral employees not only is a petty, vin-
dictive gesture, but an act which impairs
the dignity of this House.

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Chairman, I feel
that it is incumbent upon me to address
myself to the disturbing remarks relating
to the U.S. Supreme Court made on the
floor of the House today. It has become
all too commonplace to scoff at the High
Court and at its distinguished and dedi-
cated members in certain places, but I
did not expect to hear what I heard on
the floor today.

The House Judiciary Committee, of
which I am proud to be a member, re-
ported H.R. 5347, authorizing a salary
increase of $3,000 per annum for the
Justices of the Supreme Court. The bill
was defeated by a vote of 203 to 177. I
of course, respect the right of each of
my colleagues to vote in accordance with
his best judgment and as his conscience
dictates. The outcome of the vote,
though personally disappointing be-
cause of the injustice of last year’s action,
does not disturb me. What is disturbing
was the tone of the debate—a tone not
in keeping with the prestige of the House
and the respect due the High Tribunal.

I do not quarrel with those whose argu-
ment during debate was addressed to the
questions of economics or comparative
salaries. But as a member of the bar,
I am shocked at the lack of respect for
the Court as an institution of our con-
stitutional democracy.

When we entered upon our duties as
Members of the House, an oath was ad-
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ministered—and we solemnly swore fo
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States.

The Constitution provides for three
distinct branches of government and de-
fines the powers of each branch—the
legislative, the executive, and the judicial,
Like a three legged stool they support
the structure of our democracy. We all
know what happens if we remove one
leg of a three legged stool. So it is with
our Government. Each branch must re-
spect the rights and powers of the other
two, without which the structure of our
democracy is weakened. It is all well
and good to disagree—but, why can we
not agree to disagree agreeably.

The Supreme Court has a responsi-
bility to judge questions of constitutional
law without regard to political or other
pressures. For this very reason, the
members of the Court are appointed for
life so as to insure their independence.

Much of the criticism leveled against
the Court during the past few years has
been the result of a lack of understanding
of its decisions.

The statements on the House floor,
which implied that those Members who
are attorneys had a special interest in
the passage of H.R. 5347, were unfair
and such statements were made without
justification. Those who spoke irrever-
ently of their colleagues, perhaps do not
know that most lawyers never have
the privilege of litigating or have pro-
ceedings before the Supreme Court. I
have been a practicing attorney for 35
years and except for the occasion on
which I was admitted to practice before
that High Tribunal, I never had and do
not now have any business before the
Court.

As 8 new Member I prepared myself
for the discharge of my duties and re-
sponsibilities by reading the rules of the
House and Cannon’s Procedure, includ-
ing the rules relating to relevency in de-
bate. Today the rules were honored
in the breach. Speaker Henderson on
February 1, 1900, said:

Precedents should be followed where
possible.

I suggest to my colleagues not to look
to this debate for precedents, on how
to conduct ourselves toward the other
two branches of the Government, and
toward our fellow Members of the
House.

Those on the outside who oversimplify
and pervert the decisions of the Court
do so for a purpose—a purpose which is
not in the best interests of our society.
Those who cry out against the Court as
being “soft on communism” or “for tak-
ing God out of the schools” or for pro-
tecting ecivil and human rights, have in
most cases failed to read the decisions or
tried to understand their full signifi-
cance.

I urge my colleagues to serve our de-
mocracy by suggesting to their constitu-
ents that a visit to the Supreme Court
when in session will be both beneficial
and a rewarding experience. Many at-
torneys across the country may be inter-
ested in and should be informed of the
procedures for admission to the Supreme
Court. By so doing Members of Con-
gress will be rendering a great service to
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the people who want to learn more and
more about our democracy.

I congratulate and commend the dis~
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, the gentleman from New
York, for his untiring efforts in behalf of
justice. I regret that the majority of
the House did not vote favorably on H.R.
5347 but to him I say, may the Almighty
bless you with many years of good health
so that you may carry on with your mis-
sion, that of the strengthening of our
democracy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

All time has expired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 5 of title 28, United States Code, relat-
ing to the salaries of the Chief Justice of
the United States and of the Associate Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the United
States, is amended by striking out “$40,000"
and substituting therefor “$43,000”, and by
striking out *“$39,600” and substituting
therefor “$42,500”,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Ma-
THIAS], one of the strong supporters of
the bill, since I have not heard anyone
else mention it, on what grounds can you
possibly justify a $3,000 per year pay
increase coming as it does within less
than a year of a pay increase of $4,500
per year for each member of the Supreme
Court? How do you justify two pay in-
creases in less than 1 year?

Mr. MATHIAS. I would say to the
distinguished gentleman who, of course,
follows very carefully the appropriations
made by the House, that we are doing
here what we attempted to do last year
in giving to the Justices of the Supreme
Court precisely the same increase that
we gave to ourselves and to other Fed-
eral officials—another $7,500 additional.

This was cut down in the other body.
We are merely trying to make up the cut
which was made in the other body.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle-
man another question. Why did you not
wage this kind of a fight when the con-
ference report came to the House last
year? You knew and everyone in this
Chamber knew that the other body had
amended that bill to give members of the
Court an increase of $4,500, and that had
been accepted in conference. Why did
you not make your fight last year, if it
was so important?

Mr. MATHIAS. I might just say to
the gentleman that I did not have the
privilege of being a member of that
conference committee.

Mr. GROSS. It was not necessary to
be a member of the conference commit-
tee. The floor of the House was avail-
able to you to make the fight last year,
but neither you nor any of the other
proponents, so far as I know, made any
fight whatever when the conference re-
port came back here for approval.

You cannot justify this pay increase
here today on the basis of the cost of
living. You cannot justify it on any
other grounds, so far as I know.
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Mr, DICKINSON. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. DICKINSON. Ishould like to ask
the gentleman: If the Supreme Court
wants to take unto itself legislative pow-
ers, why should the Justices not be paid
as much as legislators?

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gentle-
man, and point out that without this
increase members of the Supreme Court
will be paid far above Members of
Congress.

I should like to ask the gentleman
from Maryland another question, and let
the record show I still have had no valid
answer as to why you are here today try-
ing to get another increase for the Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court.

When do the Supreme Court Justices
go on vacation each year and how long
are their vacations?

Mr. MATHIAS. I would say to the
gentleman that the Court schedule is a
published schedule. It is published and
one can look at it in the papers every
day to find out when the Court is sitting
and is not sitting. The information is
available as to the day and to the hour
when Court is held.

Mr. GROSS. Is it not the fact that
they leave Washington in June or per-
haps July and come back in September
or October? Is that not the way it op-
erates? Is there anyone who can ftell
me how long a vacation the Supreme
Court takes every year?

Mr. MATHIAS., As a matter of fact,
I believe it may be that the Justices take
some time off. Ihope they do.

Mr, GROSS. Who else gets that kind
of a vacation in government?

Mr. MATHIAS. Does the gentleman
want me to answer, or does the gentle-
man not want me to do so?

Mr. GROSS. Who else gets that kind
of a vacation?

Mr. MATHIAS. I happen to know,
from personal experience, that when the
Justices are on vacation they are also
engaged in duty. They are discharging
Court functions, though they are outside
the city of Washington.

Mr. GROSS. Is the Chief Justice,
when he is over in Paris or on the
Riviera, transacting business for the Su-
preme Court of the United States? Is
that what the gentleman is trying to
tell me?

Is Justice Douglas, when he is climbing
a mountain, as he was a few weeks ago,
when the Court was supposed to be in
session, transacting the business of this
country’s Supreme Court?

Mr. BURTON of Utah. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1yield to the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. BURTON of Utah. Whatever the
length of their vacation is, it is not long
enough.

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, there is no justification
for this proposed pay increase on the
basis of cost of living or any other basis.
The Judiciary Committee, if it was doing
its homework properly, should be here
with a bill to provide that Justices of the
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Supreme Court contribute as do Mem-
bers of Congress and other Federal em-
ployees to the retirement system. It is
an unconscionable situation that permits
them to retire and draw their full sal-
aries of $40,000 and $39,500 per year
without having contributed a single
penny to a retirement fund. Add to this
the fact that they hold appointments for
life; they can only be removed for cause.

For these and other reasons, to now
give them a $3,000 increase each on top
of the $4,500 increase of only a few
months ago, is unthinkable. This bill
ought never to have been brought to the
floor of the House and it ought to be
promptly tossed in the discard.

Mr, UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, as I recall, for the en-
lightenment of the gentleman from Iowa,
the Members of this House recessed on
about the 6th of October last year, I did
not consider those 90 days or whatever
they were as a vacation. I did not con-
sider the month or two or three that we
had a couple of years ago in the off year
a vacation.

Salaries of most public officials con-
tinue when they have a vacation.

As the gentleman from Maryland
pointed out, the Court has important
duties. The only things that cease dur-
ing the summer recess are the hearings
and the actual handing down of deci-
sions. The work of the Justices does
not cease.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. These Justices of the
Supreme Court have lifetime tenure.

Mr. UDALL. They do, indeed.

Mr. GROSS. They were not called
upon to campaign for reappointment.
They can take a vacation, and they do.

Mr. UDALL. They do not have to
campaign.

Mr. GROSS. They can only be re-
moved for cause.

Mr. UDALL. I suspect they would be
in some trouble if they had to campaign
in some parts of this country.

Mr, JOELSON. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a brief observa-
tion?

Mr. UDALL. Yes. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. JOELSON. I recall last summer
the Chief Justice was working on the
Warren Commission report.

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman
for that comment.

I simply wanted to say that this is not
only St. Patrick’s Day, but it occurs to
me it is “Kick the Supreme Court in the
Pants Day” as well. We have had a field
day here and have had a nice time. I
hope everyone feels better getting it out
of their system.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, UDALL. Yes. I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Of course, we all re-
spect both the motives and the judgment
of every Member of the House, but it
seems to me that in trying the Supreme
Court Justices here on a measure of this
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kind we might be trying ourselves if we
do not act judiciously on this bill.

Mr. UDALL. Right. I thank the
gentleman and I agree with him on it.

This Court we have is composed of
nine men, and they are the only people
affected by this bill. This group of nine
men consists of appointees of President
Roosevelt, appointees of President Tru-
man, appointees of President Eisen-
hower, and two appointees of President
Kennedy. These men were appointed by
Presidents, four different Presidents,
and while I do not support all of their
decisions, still I think that the Court
as an institution ought to deserve the
respect of Congress. I think the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] put
it rather well. I would say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CoLLIEr] that
I respect the motives of those who hon-
estly think the pay scales are too high.

There are many of my friends here
who felt the Supreme Court pay scale
was too high. I think there are others
who may have been motivated in the
other body last year when they cut this
down and some in this body perhaps by
a feeling that the Supreme Court deci-
sions were not correct. However, I ask
is not the question here really what is a
Supreme Court judge worth if he is
qualified to be on that Court? That is
the test. Any man here can think of
someone he would like to see on the Su-
preme Court and those who may consider
voting against this bill because you are
opposed to some decision of the court
might well ask yourselves the question,
would you vote for this pay scale pro-
vided in this bill if the kind of person
with the kind of qualifications that you
think they ought to have were on the
Supreme Court? I think if you will ask
yourselves this question in good con-
science, that there will be a large major-
ity of this House who will support the
legislation. I certainly shall.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with in-
terest when the chairman of the distin-
guished Committee on the Judiciary was
making his talk here, reminding us of
Oliver Wendell Holmes; and I can under-
stand why he reached back into history
to try to bring us to that great apprecia-
tion and respect for the Supreme Court
we should have. I used to have profound
respect for the Supreme Court, but I am
sad to say that I do not any more. The
reason I do not is because I do not think
that Court is performing the duties
which the Constitution set forth they
should perform. I am not a lawyer and
I do not have to butter up the Supreme
Court. I am here to represent the peo-
ple of the 10th Congressional District of
Missouri. I doubt if there are very many
people there who not only do not approve
of what the Supreme Court has done but
are not impressed with the caliber of
some of the members who are on that
Court, and are opposed to increasing
their salary. For that reason I intend
to vote against this bill. I think that
this House had an opportunity to act last
year. The question was asked why did
not somebody try to get the conference
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report of last year turned down when
it was brought back to the House. I
think you realized that you did not have
a very good case. I have not heard
many people here today defending the
present Supreme Court. Why? Be-
cause the Supreme Court has gone be-
yond its duties. They have attempted
to, and have successfully in some in-
stances, taken over the legislative duties
of this Congress, and I think that one
way we have of expressing ourselves on
this matter here today on this bill.

I was disappointed that some of the
people here who told me they were going
to vote against the bill did not vote
against the rule. That is where we
should have stopped this thing right in
its tracks.

I do not know why the great Judiciary
Committee does not take some action to
try to get the Supreme Court back in
line, why we cannot have them act as a
judicial body instead of a legislative body.
Someone may say that I am emotional
about this. I am very emotional about
it. I want to see the Supreme Court get
back to the time when we had those dis-
tinguished jurists whom the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary mentioned a minute ago when he
was making his speech. I thought then
that maybe he was going to try to make
this bill retroactive, to give the heirs of
former members of the Supreme Court
the benefit of these increases. Have we
not done enough for the Supreme Court?
I do not feel sorry for any of these men
at all.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
IcuORD] pointed out that the total judi-
cial experience of all of the members of
the Court was approximately 14 years or
less and half of that by one man.

I know that lawyers at times get very
frustrated when they read the decisions
of former Supreme Courts and then find
that those decisions have been over-
turned. We do not know what the law of
the land is. We wait for the Supreme
Court to legislate to tell us what they
think it should be.

I do not have to try to “butter up”
somebody or get in the good graces of the
Court. I am here to represent the peo-
ple of the 10th Congressional District of
Missouri. I intend to vote the way I feel
they want me to vote. That is the way
I am going to vote here today. I am
going to vote against this bill, and I hope
the other Members who feel that way
will vote this bill down, as it should be.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1,1ine 9:

“SEc. 2. The increases in compensation
made by this Act shall become effective on
the first day of the first pay period which be-
gins on or after January 1, 1865.”

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DeENT, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 5374) relating to the salaries of
the Chief Justice of the United States
and of the Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court of the United States, pur-
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suant to House Resolution 276, he re-
ported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. TUnder the rule the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

Th SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

The question was taken and the
Speaker announced that the “ayes” had
it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 178, nays 202, not voting 53,
as follows:

[Roll No. 389]
YEAS—178
Adams Grabowskl Nedzi
Addabbo Green, Oreg. Nix
Green, Pa. O'Brien

Anderson, Grider O'Hara, I1l.

Tenn. Grifiin O'Hara, Mich.
Annunzio Griffiths Olsen, Mont.
Ashley Hagen, Calif. Ottinger
Aspinall Halpern Patten
Bates Hamilton Pepper
Bell Hanna Perkins
Bingham' Hansen, Wash, Pickle
Blatnik Hathaway Pike
Boggs Hawkins Pool
Bolling Hechler Price
Brademas Helstoskl Race
Brooks Holifield Reid, N.Y.
Burke Howard Resnick
Burton, Calif. Huot Reuss
Byrne, Pa. Irwin Rhodes, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis. Jacobs Rivers, Alaska
Cahill Jarman Rodino
Cameron Joelson Rogers, Colo,
Celler Johnson, Calif. Rooney, N.Y.
Clevenger Johnson, Okla. Rosenthal
Cohelan Earsten Rostenkowski
Conyers Kastenmeier Roush
Corman Eee Ryan
Culver Eeogh St. Onge
Curtis King, Calif. Scheuer
Daddario KEing, Utah Schmidhauser
Daniels Erebs Senner
Dawson, Leggett Sickles
Delaney Lindsay Sisk
Dent Long, Md. Slack
Denton Love Smith, N.¥.
Diggs MeCart: Stafford
Dow McClory Stalbaum
Duncan, Oreg., McCulloch Stratton
Dwyer McDowell Tenzer
Dyal McFall Thomas
Edmondson McGrath Thompson, N.J.
Edwards, Calif. McVicker Thompson, Tex.
Erlenborn Machen Todd
Evans, Colo. Mackie Trimble
Farbstein Madden Tunney
Farnsley Mailliard Tupper
Farnum Mathias Udall
Fascell Matsunaga Ullman
Foley Meeds Van Deerlin
Ford, Gerald R. Miller Vanik

rd, Minish Vigorito

Willlam D, Mink Vivian
Fraser Monagan Walker, N. Mex.
Frelinghuysen Moorhead Weltner
Gallagher Morgan White, Idaho
Giaimo Morse ‘Wollf
Gibbons Mosher Wyatt
Gilbert Moss Yates
Gilligan Multer Young
Gonzalez Murphy, IIl. Zablockl

NAYS—202

Abbitt Andrews, Andrews,
Abernethy George W. N, Dak.
Adair Andrews, Arends
Anderson, 11 Glenn Ashhrook
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Ashmore CGathings O'Konski
Baldwin Gettys Olson, Minn,
Bandstra Goodell O'Neal, Ga.
Baring Gray Passman
Battin Grelge Patman
Beckworth Gross Pelly
Belcher Grover Pirnie
Bennett Gubser Poage
Berry Gurney Poff
Betts Haley Quie
Bolton Halleck Quillen
Bow Hansen, Idaho Randall
Bray Hansen, Jowa Redlin
Brock Hardy Reid, Ill.
Brown, Ohio  Harris Reifel
Broyhill, N.C. Harsha Reinecke
Broyhill, Va. Harvey, Ind Rhodes, Ariz.
Buchanan Harvey, Mich. Roberts
Burleson Hays Robison
Burton, Utah  Hébert Rogers, Fla.
Cabell Henderson Rogers, Tex.
Callan Hicks Roudebush
Callaway Horton Rumsfeld
v Hosmer Satterfield
Chamberlain  Hull Saylor
Chelf Hungate Schisler
Clancy Hutchinson Bchneebell
Clark Ichord Schweiker
Clausen, Jennings Bcott
Don H. Johnson, Pa Becrest
Clawson, Del  Jonas Belden
Cleveland Jones, Ala Shipley
Collier Jones, Mo Shriver
Colmer Karth Skubitz
Conable Keith Smith, Calif.
Cooley King, N.Y Smith, Jowa
Corbett Kornegay Smith, Va.
Cramer Eunkel Springer
Cunningham Laird Staggers
Curtin Landrum Stanton
e Langen Steed
Davis, Ga. Latta Stubblefield
Davls, Wis. Lennon Sullivan
de la Garza Lipscomb Talcott
Derwinskl Long, La Taylor
Devine McEwen Teague, Callf.
Dickinson McMillan Teague, Tex.
Dingell MacGregor Thompson, La.
le Mackay Thomson, Wis.
Dowdy Mahon Tuck
Downing Marsh Tuten
Dulski Martin, Ala. Uttt
Dunecan, Tenn. Martin, Nebr. Waggonner
Ellsworth Matthews Walker, Miss.
tt Michel Watkins
Evins, Tenn Mills Watts
Feighan Minshall Whalley
Findley Moeller White, Tex.
Moore Whitener
Fisher Morris Williams
Flynt Morrison Wilson, Bob
Fountain Murphy, N.Y. Wilson,
Fulton, Pa. Murray Charles H.
Fulton, Tenn. MNatcher Wydler
Fugqua Nelsen Younger
NOT VOTING—53
Ayres Garmatz Pucinski
Barrett Hagan, Ga. Purcell
Boland Hall Rivers, 8.C.
Bonner Hanley Ronan
Broomfield Herlong Roncalio
Brown, Calif. Holland Rooney, Pa.
Carey Kelly Roosevelt
Carter Eirwan Roybal
Cederberg Kluczynski St Germain
nte McDade Bikes
Craley Macdonald Stephens
Donohue Martin, Mass. Bweeney
rn May Toll
BEdwards, Ala. Mize Whitten
Fallon Morton Widnall
Flood O'Neill, Mass. Willis
Fogarty Philbin ‘Wright
Friedel Powell

So the bill was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Kirwan for, with Mr, Rivers of South

Carolina against.

Mr. Pucinski for,

against.

with Mr. Whitten

Mr. Fogarty for, with Mr. Stephens against.

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Dorn against.

Mr. Conte for, with Mr. Hagan of Georgia
against.

Mr. Widnall for, with Mr. Bonner against.

Mr. Garmatz for, with Mr. Hall against.

Mr. Barrett for, with Mr. Broomfield
against.
Mr. St Germain for, with Mr, Sikes against.
Mr. Fallon for, with Mr. Mize against.
Mr. Friedel for, with Mrs. May against.
Mr., Flood for, with Mr. Edwards of Ala-
bama against.
Mr. Macdonald for,
against.
Mr. Morton for, with Mr. McDade against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Wright with Mr. Ayres.

Mr. Roosevelt with Mr, Carter.

Mr. Willis with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Philbin with Mr. Roybal.

Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts with Mr.
Ronan,

Mr. Hanley with Mr, Carey.

Mr. Toll with Mrs. Eelly.

Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Craley.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Powell.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Sweeney.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Purcell.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The doors were opened.

with Mr. Herlong

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks in the Recorp on the bill
just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
gerT). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

MARINE EXPLORATION AND DE-
VELOPMENT OF CONTINENTAL
SHELF

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 5884) to provide a program
for the marine exploration and develop-
ment of resources of the Continental
Shelf and that the bill be re-referred to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Colorado?

There was no objection.

PROFESSIONAL PHOTOGRAPHY
WEEK

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the resolution (S.J. Res. 47) to authorize
the President to designate the week of
May 2 through May 8, 1965, as “Pro-
fessional Photography Week,” and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Colorado?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Whereas professional photography is vital

to the economy and welfare of our Nation,
touching upon every aspect of this country’s
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economie, scientific, industrial, and family
life; and

Whereas one hundred and fifty thousand
men and women are engaged in the practice
of professional photography; and

Whereas a billlon-dollar industry is gen-
erated and supported by the activities of the
professional photographer; and

Whereas the work of the professional pho-
tographer is used by industry in product
design, research, manufacture, the promo-
tion of safety, training, purchasing, and
sales; and

Whereas professional photography com-
municates and educates and illustrates in
advertising, in our courts, on our farms; and

Whereas in our reach toward outer space,
in our search of the oceans' depth, and in
research In our hospitals and laboratories
throughout the land the professional pho-
tographer serves the cause of sclence; and

Whereas the professional photographer
records history for our edification today and
the benefit of our posterity; and

Whereas professional photography as an
art form has enriched the cultural life of
America; and

Whereas professional photography con-
tinues in its traditional role of remembrance
and recording those we love: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That as a tribute to
the professional photographer and his many
works and in recognition of the importance
of professional photography in our life today
and in America’s future, the President is
authorized to issue a proclamation designat-
ing the week beginning May 2 through May
8, 1966, as Professional Photography Week,
and calling upon the people of the United
States to observe such week with appropri-
ate ceremonies and activities.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

REPEAL OF CERTAIN EXCISE TAXES

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, members
who are interested should consider sign-
ing one or both of the petitions on the
Clerk’s desk that are intended to bring
up for consideration on the floor of the
House under the discharge rule the ques-
tion of repealing certain excise taxes.

January 4, when Congress met, I in-
troduced H.R. 7 to repeal the retailer’s
excise taxes on toilet preparations,
jewelry and related items, ladies hand-
bags, luggage and the like, and furs and
fur-trimmed coats.

Thirty legislative days affer the hill
was introduced, I placed petition No. 2 on
the Clerk's desk, to discharge the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means from further
consideration when the petition is signed
by 218 Members, which of course would
bring it up before the House under the
discharge rule.

When petition No. 2 for discharge was
filed, I also filed a rule which went before
the Rules Committtee. At the end of
7 legislative days, a discharge peti-
tion was filed, petition No. 4, to discharge
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the Committee on Rules when 218 Mem-
bers have signed the petition. The rule
will permit the bill to be taken up and
voted on, up or down, without amend-
ments, as tax bills are usually handled,
except one motion to recommit,

A search of the records discloses that
since this Congress met, 103 bills in-
volving repeal of certain excise taxes
have been introduced by 103 Members of
the House, 58 Democrats and 45 Re-
publicans,

BMALL BUSINESS

Small business concerns over the Na-
tion are especially interested in getting
the provisions of H.R. 7 adopted. It is
believed that these particular excise
taxes should be repealed without further
delay since they are the most trouble-
some and cause the greatest injustices
among the excise taxes.

The National Association of Retail
Druggists, representing 40,000 independ-
ent small businessmen throughout the
Nation, in its bulletin of January 6, 1965,
issued by Willard B. Simmons, executive
secretary, stated:

A bill to repeal the Federal excise tax on
cosmetics, toiletries, leather goods, etc. has
been introduced in the House of the Con-
gress by Representative WRIGHT PaTMAN of
Texas, The measure is expected to be en-
acted since Presldent Johnson favors the
legislation and he has so declared himself in
& public statement. Nevertheless it is neces-
sary for the retallers of the country to join
in an aggressive campaign to expedite the
passage of the bill, The measure is identi-
fled as HR. 7.

The repeal of the retall excise tax is long
overdue. It was enacted to provide addi-
tional revenue for the expenses of war and
the original levy was 20 percent. It was
reduced to 10 percent through the efforts
for the most part of the NARD.

The reduction in the amount of the levy
has not changed the nuisance and liability
that the retallers of the covered products
have to endure. Merchants in general have
continually leveled words of anger in de-
nunciation of the Federal excise tax levy.
For a long time they had to endure the re-
sentment of customers from whom the exclse
tax levy was collected, Cosmetics in par-
ticular are necessaries to women and to
classify them as luxuries is unfair. It never
could be defended as a legitimate levy except
for revenue in the period of a war.

The National Association of Retail
Druggists has advocated the repeal of
these taxes for a number of years, and
now the association will naturally make
a special effort to get Members of the
House to do what is necessary to get the
repeal enacted into law as quickly as
possible,

In addition to the druggists, there are
many other small business organizations
interested in repeal of these particular
excise taxes, who will also make a special
effort to get consideration from Congress
as soon as possible.

Any Member of the House who is in-
terested should either consider signing
petition No. 2 or petition No. 4, or both.
Possibly we should give consideration to
making a special effort to get petition No.
4 signed by 218 Members and get it up
as quickly as possible, and give the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means further time
to consider repealing other excise taxes.
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HOW MEMBERS SIGN PETITION

As each Member of the House knows,
in order to sign a discharge petition, it
is necessary that the Member make a
request at the Clerk’s desk when the
House is in session and ask for the peti-
tion for the purpose of signing it. This,
of course, can only be done while the
House is in session. That is the reason
it is so difficult to get a petition signed.
If a petition could be carried around to
the Members, it would be a much easier
matter, but this cannot be done. It must
be signed while the House is in session.
That creates quite a deterrent, and this
difficulty should be brought to the Mem-
ber’s attention.

WHEN DISCHARGE PETITION TAKEN UP

Discharge petition day is on the sec-
ond and fourth Mondays of every month
that Congress is in session. In order for
a petition to be considered on discharge
calendar day, it must be on file 7 legis-
lative days preceding. That means if we
are to get the bill up on April 26—a dis-
charge committee calendar day—we
must complete the 218 signatures by
April 8, which would permit it to go into
the Recorp that night. That would allow
for T legislative days that the House
could be in session preceding April 26
and would assure the bill coming up on
April 26.

So the challenge is to women who feel
discriminated against, small business-
men, and others who are particularly
concerned about this proposal, to try to
persuade 218 Members of the House to
slgn discharge petition No. 4—or peti-
tion No. 2—before the House adjourns
for the day on April 8.

ELIMINATION OF FEDERAL EXCISE TAXES ON

CERTAIN ITEMS

The present ad valorem tax rate on
these items in H.R. 7 is 10 percent. These
items have been subjected to a diserimi-
natory so-called luxury tax for over 20
years, first imposed in 1943 as an emer-
gency measure to quickly raise additional
wartime revenue. After the war ended
the tax was retained as an anti-infla-
tionary measure against fremendous
pent-up consumer purchasing power.
All during this time and up until 1954 the
items in my bill were taxed at a stiff 20
percent, Mr. Speaker. Finally, in 1954,
Congress in its wisdom reduced the ad
valorem rate on these items to 10 percent.
But even 10 percent is unreasonably high
and constitutes in truth not a tax but an
actual penalty. It is time that the Con-
gress again gave this matter its careful
attention after the passage of nearly 11
years. Mr. Speaker, my bill proposes
that the Federal excise tax on these items
be abolished entirely. I sincerely believe
that the reasons are persuasive for im-
mediate elimination of this annoying and
onerous burden, and I am happy to note
that the administration strongly sup-
ports my position.

Removal of these Federal taxes will
relieve the Nation’s consumers of a bur-
den of approximately $550 million a year.
This will give needed stimulation im-
mediately to consumer purchasing power
and will thus contribute to business ac-
tivity and employment. Our strongest
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antipoverty remedy is a prosperous
economy.

However, many authoritative sources,
both in and outside Government, are
seriously concerned whether our present
high level of economic activity will con-
tinue throughout 1965. Unless we can
maintain this level, our overall prosperity
will be in jeopardy and unemployment,
already too high, will no doubt zoom as
recession sets in.

So the reasons for first having such a
tax no longer exist. The Nation is not
in a military emergency as we were in
1943, nor do we any longer have a valid
reason to discourage the purchase of
the items listed in my bill. Our present
economic expansion which has continued
for more than 4 whole years has been
remarkably free of inflationary tenden-
cies. Therefore, since there are no genu-
ine justifications of these taxes, it is ob-
vious then that they constitute unfair
discrimination of the worse sort and
Congress should wake up to this fact,

In summary, and as has been repeated
before, removal of these taxes on these
items, many of which are not and never
were “luxuries”, but are necessities, will
stimulate business and employment, not
only in those industries directly affected,
but also in other industries, since con-
sumers will pay less for many of these
items and have more money left over for
purchases of other items. Some of these
taxes enter directly into business costs
and a reduction of such costs is desirable.
Furthermore, this reform would provide
a more equitable tax system by removing
those unjustifiable and discriminatory
high tax rates.

So I hope that the Members when they
consider this bill will agree that these
nuisance taxes ought to be repealed and
thus give the economy a boost at a time
when it is most needed.

FREEDOM MARATHON

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Speaker, last evening
at the entrance of the White House a
symbolic freedom torch was handed to
President Johnson’s assistant, Clifford
Alexander, by a group of young runners
who had carried the unlighted torch in
relays from the George Washington
Bridge in New York City to Washington.
It was a thrilling sight to see the comple-
tion of this freedom marathon at about
6:15 p.m, on March 16. It had started on
Sunday, March 14 at about 9:45 p.m.
Eighteen runners—dedicated young men
and women—traversed the 230 miles
along Route 1 through rain and snow,
darkness and daylight, to demonstrate
the depth of the outrage of the youth of
New York about the tragic events in
Selma. The runners were jolned in
Baltimore by a courageous young woman
student from Morgan State College.

The freedom marathon was sponsored
by the Adult Volunteer Service Corps
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and executed by the Youth Leadership
Corps. Both of these volunteer corps are
under the direction of the Volunteer
Services Department of the Associated
Community Teams, a project dedicated to
improving the Harlem community which
was initiated under the President’s Com-
mittee on Juvenile Delinquency and
Youth Crime.

The following 18 runners participated
in the run from the George Washington
Bridge to the White House: Joseph
Batchelor, Carol Cruthers, Bruce Dancis,
Jerrome Duncan, James Hardy, Ronald
Harris, Dwight Loines, Paul MecCall,
Gerald Mitchum, Grady Parker, Trip-
plett Perry, Alvin Powers, Jr., Gloria
Schrouder, Don Shepherd, Anthony
Spencer, Patricia Stitt, Leonard Sullivan,
and Vivian Waller.

The runners were accompanied by
Carl Johnson, associate director of ACT;
Miss Gwendolyn Jones, director, volun-
teer services department; Miss Ethel
George, chairman, Adult Volunteer
Service Corps; Carole Aldridge, Gladys
Harrington, Georgia L. McMurray, Art
Edwards, and Bill Smith.

The unlighted torch represented the
snuffing out of freedom and liberty in
Alabama. When Anthony Spencer, in
presenting the freedom torch to the
President’s assistant, urged that Presi-
dent Johnson light it and keep the flame
of freedom and liberty burning, he spoke
for all Americans. I want to commend
the Youth Leadership Corps under the
presidency of James Hardy and all those
who were involved for their initiative
and determination.

At this time of national outrage over
the denial of human rights it is heart-
ening to witness the bonds which tie the
citizens of New York to the courageous
people of Selma whose rights are so
flagrantly trampled. The commitment
shown by the freedom runners deserves
the respect and admiration of all Amer-
icans.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point in
the Recorp the statement addressed to
the President of the United States which
was presented by Miss Ethel M. George,
chairman, Adult Volunteer Service
Corps:

TEXT OF STATEMENT PRESENTED TO THE PRESI-
DENT, MarcH 16, 1965

Mr. President, we present this unlit free-
dom torch in protest to the atrocities which
have been perpetrated on the citizens in
Selma, Ala., and also in a demonstration of
massive unity and support with Negroes
throughout the South in their struggle to
exercise one of their basic and paramount
civil rights—the right to register and vote.
We, the Adult Volunteer Service Corps of the
Assoclated Community Teams, along with
many supporters of our young freedom run-
ners, started this historic relay marathon
from the George Washington Bridge with an
unlit torch. At the other end of this island
of intrigue, New York City, there stands a
lady with a welcoming torch of hope and lib-
erty for millions who have come from forelgn
shores seeking human fulfillment.

The invitation sent out by this lady reads
as follows:

“Not like the brazen giant of Greek fame
With conquering limb astride from land to
land;
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Here at our sea-washed, sunset gates

Shall stand a mighty woman with a torch,
whose

Flame is the imprisoned lightning,

And her name, Mother of Exiles.

From her beacon hand glows world-wide
welcome;

Her mild eyes command the air-bridged
harbor

That twin cities frame.

‘Keep anclent lands, your storled pomp!’
cries she, with silent lips.

‘Give me your tired, your poor,

Your huddled masses yearning to breathe
free,

The wretched refuse of your teeming shore.

Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to
me,

I lift my lamp beside the golden door!""

Sir, when we started out on this long and
dark marathon, we, the Negroes in this coun-
try did not have a lighted torch. Whatever
flicker of liberty the Negro has had in this
country has been extinguished by the assas-
sins of the many soldiers for freedom such
as Medgar Evers, Mack Parker, John F. Ken-
nedy, and our most recent, the Reverend J.
Reeb. Whatever ray of light the Negro might
have had has been put out by the flagrant
disobedience of human laws by elected offi-
cials who choose to be elected by a selected
group of thelr constituency. Second, we
come in support of the legislative proposals
which you presented to the joint session of
Congress last evening,. We, too, belleve that
our Federal Government must now take
measures to insure that every citizen is
allowed to exercise his basic constitutional
right to vote,

‘We, therefore, appeal to you, Mr. President,
as our highest Executive of this Nation and
the pace setter of the free world, to use your
influence of your office so that, indeed, the
dream will become a fact “We shall over-
come."

ETHEL M. GEORGE,

Chairman, Adult Volunteer Service Corps.

INDUSTRIAL PROGRESS IN THE
MARK TWAIN REGION OF MIS-
SOURI

Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call the attention of this body to
the industrial progress being made in the
Mark Twain region of Missouri, thanks
to the cooperative efforts of the Hannibal,
Mo., business community, the Missourl
State government, and the industrial
concern involved—the American Cyana-
mid agricultural division of Princeton,
N.J.

Business, government, and community
leaders joined with officials of American
Cyanamid Co., on March 12, in cere-
monies marking the start of construc-
tion at the Marion County site of a major
nitrogen products complex scheduled to
be operational in the spring of 1966.

Gov. Warren E. Hearnes played a ma-
jor role in extending the State’s official
welcome to the Hannibal area’s newest
industry. He offered Cyanamid officials
the “full measure of Missouri hospitality”
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and noted “it is significant and satisfying
that one of the Nation's major industries
has chosen to take advantage of Mis-
souri’s excellent industrial facilities.”

Clifford D. Siverd, general manager of
Cyanamid’s agricultural division at
Princeton, N.J., described the plant as
the company’s largest venture in Mis-
souri and that it held “the greatest po-
tential for growth.” He said the unit
would be one of the largest of its kind
serving the Midwest and would become
the focal point for “our agricultural mar-
keting activities geared to serve the
growing needs of the Midwest heartland.”

The Hannibal plant was announced by
Cyanamid in November as part of a $60
million program to expand the company’s
manufacturing capacity for agricultural
and industrial chemicals.

The plant will have storage for 25,000
tons of ammonia, barged upriver from
Cyanamid’s Fortier plant near New Or-
leans, and will produce 133,000 tons of
ammonium nitrate fertilizer annually.
It is scheduled to be in operation in the
spring of 1966.

Citing the future growth potential,
Siverd noted Cyanamid's history as a
pioneer in agriculture. “The company
was established in 1907 to manufacture
the first commercially practical synthetic
nitrogen fertilizer,” he said, “and our
growth has kept pace with progress. To-
day, the company’s agricultural division
is one of the world's largest suppliers of
agricultural chemicals.”

MRS. ARABELLA DENNISTON

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include extraneous
madtter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Maryland?

There was no objection.

Mr. LONG of Maryland, Mr. Speaker,
Mrs. Arabella Denniston, my assistant
since 1963, died last Friday. She was a
warm-hearted and lively person, never
too busy to hear people’s problems and
to give what help was needed. In the
2 years she served with me since retiring
as administrative secretary to the Na-
tional Council of Negro Women, Mrs.
Denniston assisted hundreds of workers
in winning jobs with Government and
private industry. Her many friends in
the Baltimore area and in our Capital
mourn her. Her associates on my staff
mourn her. I mourn her. Since Mrs.
Denniston died in the service of the
House of Representatives, it is fitting that
her obituary, and the memorial of her
church, be published in the ConGRES-
SIONAL RECORD:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Mar. 14,
1965]
ARABELLA DEnNIsTON, 61, AID TO
CONGRESSMAN

Arabella L. Denniston, 61, staff ald to
Representative CLarence D. Lowng, Democrat,
of Maryland, died of cancer Friday in Provi-
dence Hospital, where she had been con-
fined since early January. She lived at 2505
18th Street NW.
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She was for many years administrative
secretary of the National Council of Negro
Women, serving as personal confidant to
Mary McLeod Bethune, noted educator and
founder of the organization, who died in
1955.

Born in Daytona Beach, Fla., Mrs. Dennis-
ton was educated at the Daytona Educa-
tional and Industrial Training School for
Negro Girls, which later became Bethune-
Cookman College.

Before coming to Washington in 1935, she
served as secretary to A, Philip Randolph,
president of the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters, AFL-CIO; Lester Granger, executive
director of the National Urban League; and
Frank Crosswaith of the Negro Labor Com-
mittee in New York City.

In 1936, when President Roosevelt named
Mrs. Bethune Director of the National Youth
Administration’s Division of Negro Affairs,
Mrs. Dennlston became Mrs. Bethune's con-
fidential secretary.

Her dutles kept her In close contact with
the White House, Senators, Congressmen,
and top Government officlals, including
Lyndon B. Johnson, then director of the
NYA in Texas.

In 1963, Representative Lowa appointed
Mrs. Denniston to be his personal staff liaison
for human relations problems in Federal
agencies.

During her illness, Mrs. Denniston received
get-well messages from Mrs. Lyndon B. John-
son, Vice President Huserr HUMPHREY, Mary-
land Gov. J. Millard Tawes, House Speaker
Jorn McCormack, and Maryland Senators
JosepH D. Typings and DanNIEL BREWSTER.

Mrs. Denniston was & member of Plymouth
Congregational Church and editor of the
church newspaper, the Plymouth Prompter.

She was a life member of the National
Council of Negro Women, and a founding
member of the Metropolitan Women's Demo-
cratic Club. She belonged to the Washing-
ton chapter of the Negro Business and Pro-
fessional Women'’s Clubs.

She leaves two sister, Addie M. Bomar, of
New York, and Vernita H. Walker, of Boston.

Contributions may be made to the Ara-
bella L. Denniston memorial fund of Plym-
outh Congregational Church, 5313 North
Capitol Street.

IN MEMORIAM

Mrs. Arabella Denniston, chairman of pub-
licity committee, died on March 12, 1965, at
Providence Hospital after an illness of 2
months.

Do not grudge Arabella her rest. She has
at last become free, safe and immortal, and
ranges joyous through the boundless heav-
ens; she has left this low-lying region and
has soared upward to that place which re-
ceived in its happy bosom the souls set free
from the chains of matter.

Arabella has not lost the light of day, but
has obtained a more enduring light. She
has not left us but has gone on before.

But we know Arabella Denniston as a smil-
ing and sure person. Several years ago she
slipped quietly into our midst. Almost im-
mediately, the church program gleamed with
a new brightness. She has moved just as
quietly and just as surely into the central
focus of a host of church activities. The
skill of her touch and the depth of her plan-
ning have helped to entrench Plymouth
Congregational Church in the highest levels
of Christian endeavor.

Many have jJoined her swift and energetic
pace in motivating the countless projects in
which she has been involved. There is the
“pink tea,” a most successful venture, and
the publicity committee In which her arts
of persuasion mingled with a single minded
drive, spurs on her sometime weary associ-
ates to successfully chronicle the events of
the churech.
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With deep devotion to her church, she
inspires those around her to share some of
the multiple duties. There is a certain assur-
ance that with the investment of energy,
time, dedication, replete with the absence of
great skills and vaults of funds, that in some
way success can be achieved. And such it
has been. Doubtless there is a reason for
such an infectious determination to success.

Certainly it is the clear sincerity which she
brings to all she meets. - Without affectation
or pretense, there is a warmth of personality.
The personality combines with a simple
charm implemented by tremendous per-
suasive power. It is this inspirational force
which brings to her side the minds and
hands of the gifted and the not so gifted in
her undertakings.

Hers is a name which rolls off the tongue
attended by love and affection. For she has
tolled mightily in the vineyard for the op-
pressed children of God. It is the under-
standing heart which has itself endured the
trial and knows and accepts the costs of de-
liverance.

We join in the tribute to Arabella for
being the person she is; for conceiving the
kind of job she has done and for those of us
she has touched as she moves up life’s path-
way. Her touch, no less than others to
whom homage is due, has reached into the
streets, the roadways, the homes great and
small which nestle beside them, and into the
hearts of those who look from the window
to see the coming of the night.

ONE OF THE GREAT ORATIONS OF
THE AGES

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection,

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
the test of oratory is the sense of sin-
cerity it imparts to the listeners. Spon-
taneous applause, a universal arising to
the feet and loud clapping of the hands,
all without planning or prior intent,
comes only when the words of the
speaker, coined in the well of sincerity,
match the unspoken sentiments in the
hearts of the audience.

President Johnson’s address to the
Congress and the American people, was a
great jury talk,

By all the recognized standards of true
oratory it was one of the great orations
of the ages.

SOIL CONSERVATION

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I
know that Members of this body have
always given strong support to the con-
servation and development of this Na-
tion’s soil and water resources. In my
opinion this has been the foundation, the
base, if you please, for the phenomenal
growth and development of our country.
A study of history reveals to us that no
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nation has ever been able to develop in-
dustry or provide its people with a high
standard of living until it first had a de-
pendable supply of food, fiber, water, and
raw products from the land.

It was 30 years ago this coming April
that the Congress wisely passed Public
Law 46, creating the Soil Conservation
Service in the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. One year later it established the
agricultural conservation program. At
that time, dust storms, gullies, and sheet
erosion were eating away at our topsoil
at an alarming rate. Fifty million acres
of our finest cropland had been rendered
unfit for further crop use, and more was
being ruined at the rate of 1 million
aCres per year.

On February 26, 1937, the President of
the United States wrote Governors of all
States. He recommended that State gov-
ernments promote this great program by
passing enabling acts permitting land-
owners to form soil conservation distriets.
The response by States to this national
leadership was and has been phenomenal.
Today there are nearly 3,000 operating
soil conservation districts in the Nation—
59 in Florida.

Technical assistance from the Soil
Conservation Service to landowners in
soil conservation districts enables the dis-
tricts to get conservation applied to the
land. ACP cost sharing has helped fi-
nance these installations but the greatest
cost has been borne by landowners them-
selves.

The wisdom of the Congress in set-
ting a national policy 30 years ago to con-
serve our soil and water is being written
across the face of our land. With the
help of the technical men of the Soil
Conservation Service we see gullied
wastelands being converted to timber or
to wildlife and recreation or to grass-
land.

Our soil and water conservation pro-
gram has become the model for most of
the free nations of the world. Every year
now many countries send one or more
people to the United States to study the
methods and techniques of this country
in our conservation program.

And now, Mr. Speaker, I learn that a
proposal has been made that, if adopted,
would seriously cripple the Soil Conser-
vation Service and change a 30-year
policy of the Congress.

I refer to the proposal that Congress
enact legislation to authorize a revolving
fund through which soil conservation
districts, farmers, ranchers, and other
landowners would pay the Federal Gov-
ernment up to 50 percent of the cost of
technical assistance from the Soil Con-
servation Service used in planning and
applying soil and water conservation
practices on the land. The proposal
asks for a $20 million cutback in conser-
vation technical assistance from Federal
iftl;mds and would require farmers to pay

I have been in touch with our soil con-
servation district officials in Florida to get
their opinion on the effects of this pro-
posal, if adopted. Here is what they be-
lieve:

First. Of the approximately $360,000—
Florida’s share of the revolving fund—
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that would have to be collected from
farmers and ranchers, the supervisors
estimated that only about $9,000 would
be collected next year.

Second. District supervisors in some
soil conservation districts will make a big
effort to get financial assistance from
county commissioners.

Third. Without the money, the Soil
Conservation Service would be forced to
dismiss about 40 technicians. This is
about 37 percent of the presently em-
ployed men giving on-the-ground help
on conservation planning and applica-
tion of practices.

Fourth. Such a loss of technical per-
sonnel would result in an estimated 50 to
60 percent less conservation practices ap-
plied on the land each year. Further, it
is estimated that without this technical
help farmers and ranchers would spend
$13 million less each year for seed, fer-
tilizer, machinery and equipment, labor,
and earth-moving contracts. Many
small contractors and small business
dealers would be adversely affected.

A survey completed last fall showed
that an additional 15 soil conservation
technicians are urgently needed to staff
adequately the districts so they could
provide enough help in programs now
underway. And in the small watershed
program in Florida we have 18 applica-
tions on the waiting list for planning—
about a 4-year backlog. Also, we will
have three watersheds ready for con-
struction next year, and with proposed
funds we cannot hope to start more than
one.

It is entirely inappropriate for us to
provide aid for distressed groups in one
area and deny it in another. We must
not rob Peter to pay Paul. We must not
reverse the national policy of support for
the family farm and for farmers least
able to pay for essential conservation
work.

Let us not be guilty of turning the
clock back, but let us take a forward step
instead. We need more, not less, techni-
cal help. We need to continue the cur-
rent level of ACP cost sharing. We can-
not afford a slowdown in our efforts to
reduce silting and pollution in streams,
rivers, lakes, and harbors. We need this
program to help develop more recre-
ational and wildlife facilities on pri-
vately owned land. And there is no pro-
gram contributing more to the beauti-
fication of the American countryside.

There is also proposed a reduction
from $220 to $120 million in funds used
for cost sharing in the application of con-
servation measures on privately owned
lands. I vigorously oppose this reduc-
tion, too. Conservation is everybody’s
business and farmers should not be ex-
pected to pay every citizen’s fair share
of the cost of the protection of soil and
water resources.

From 3 to 5 percent of these funds
are used by the Soil Conservation
Service to provide engineering and other
technical services for planning and in-
stalling the various conservation meas-
ures in accordance with scientific needs
of the land. This would be an additional
cutback of $3 to $5 million in highly
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skilled technicians that we simply can-
not afford to lose.

Landowners and operators throughout
this great Nation have made effective
use during the past 30 years of technical
assistance and cost sharing available to
them. The cost has been small com-
pared to results obtained.

More technical assistance, not less, is
what landowners and operators want and
need, to continue this great work.

The least this great Government of
ours can do is to provide needed technical
assistance to our people on the land.

Let it never be said that this 89th
Congress put the brakes on soil and water
conservation work. Let us not turn the
clock back.

THE ECONOMIC CRISES ON
THE FAMILY FARM

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, since the
convening of the Congress this year I
have received countless letters from
farmers in my district expressing con-
cern, and in some instances almost com-
plete despair, over the difficult economic
situation they are facing. This mail
does not represent a flood of farm letters
prompted by some lobby group. They
are individually written appeals from
hard-pressed farmers and their wives
bringing to the attention of their Con-
gressman the inadequate incomes they
are trying to live on,

Mr. George Vikingstad of Blue Earth,
Minn., sent me a clipping from the local
weekly paper in Faribault County listing
17 farm auction sales in one issue. Farm
families are being forced to sell out their
farming operations and often to leave
their family homesteads in all parts of
my district. Those who are able to stay
with it wonder how they will be able to
provide an education for their children
when about all they can earn goes out
again in payment of higher taxes, higher
operating costs, interest on operating
loans, and payments on debts incurred
because of low prices in the past few
years.

Farm income must be brought up to
keep pace with increased farm produc-
tion costs which are the highest in his-
tory—just under $30 billion in the past
year. Meanwhile farm real estate debt
has risen to a staggering $18.8 billion—
up 50 percent since 1960 and the highest
on record. The farmer is paying interest
on that debt at a average rate of 5.5 per-
cent. Where is the farmer to get the
money to pay off these loans? It cer-
tainly is not in the livestock industry.
Beiween 1963 and 1965, while the number
of cattle increased by almost 3.5 million,
the total value of cattle inventory de-
creased by over $2.5 billion. The com-
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plete 1963-65 livestock and poultry fig-
ures are as follows:

Livestock and pouliry inventory report as
of Jan. 1

Total
number

Total value

§14, 743, 380, 000
13, 578, 020, 000
12, 215, 275, 000

1, 618, 704, 000

1, 358, 128, 000

1,317, 842, 000
434, 450, 000
305,

943, 000
425,428, 000

Total livestock inventory values

Year 1963__ -~ $17, 250, 743, 000
Year 1964__ - 15,788, 358, 000
gy e b L I OEERE e S Ll 14, 426, 528, 000

Years 1963-65, loss in value of total live-
stock inventory, $2,824,215,000.

Years 1963-65, loss in value of cattle inven=-
tory, $2,528,105,000.

Years 1963-65, increase in number of cattle,
3,416,000.

Source: Statistical Reporting Service, De-
partment of Agriculture.

In view of these figures, will someone
please explain why it was necessary for
us to import over 1.6 million tons of
meat during 1963 and 19647

In addition to this foreign competi-
tion, the family farmer has to compete
with the giant corporate farm operators
who are buying Government feed grains
at below cost of production. To com=-
pound this problem even more, the low
price for beef will cause more milk and
milk products to be crowded into the al-
ready overproducing dairy market in the
face of the lowest per capita demand in
years.

‘We hear so much talk of farm subsi-
dies these days and more often than not
from those who are living on higher in-
comes and standards of living than they
had ever hoped for. But who is being
subsidized? Part of the answer is in the
fact that the farm receives only 37 cents
out of the consumer’s food dollar. Those
who are getting the other 63 cents out of
the consumer’s pocket are not complain-
ing.
Mr. Speaker, the parity ratio of farm
income has been 75 percent or less for
the past year and for the past 4 years has
averaged about 76 cents but never over
80 percent. The farmer now receives
only 37 cents out of the consamer’s food
dollar. Neither of these fizures has been
so low since the depression-ridden 1930’s.
And what is the result?

In the past 4 years the number of
farms in the United States has declined
by almost a half million—435,000. In my
own State of Minnesota there will be
5,000 less farms in 1965 than there were
in 1963.
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Some would have us believe that about
2.5 million farmers would be better off
leaving the farm. Let the Government
assist them in this “painful transition”
says Budget Director Kermit Gordon.
Where did the executive branch get the
notion that this “painful transition” was
suddenly necessary. A report issued in
January 1962 by the Economic Research
Service of the Department of Agriculture
stated:

The findings of this report lend no support
to the popular impression that farm tech-
nological advance (especially mechanization)
of the kind thus far experienced is incom-
patible with an agriculture composed pre-
dominantly of family-operated farms.

In fact “the rapid rates of farm tech-
nological advance since World War II
have been associated with an increasing
dominance of family-operated farms.”

So then somehow, in the past 2 years,
the farm question has shifted from the
status of a national problem to a chaotic
disaster which can only be solved by the
panicky action of “relocating’ 70 percent
of those who are now said to be respon-
sible for the problem—the family farm-
ers. I would suggest that our Secretary
of Agriculture look in his own mirror.
There are 2.5 million farmers who re-
ceive only 20 percent of the Government
price-support payment funds. (The
other 80 percent goes into the pockets of
some 1 million farmers who earn over
$9,500 per year.) In my own State of
Minnesota, 23 percent of the farms re-
ceive 53 percent of the Government pay-
ments. It would seem that the existing
farm programs operate to make the rich
richer and the poor poorer.

Consider the devastating effect on our
agricultural economy of actions taken by
the Commodity Credit Corporation in the
past couple years. This Government
corporation has dumped feed grains and
wheat on the market at prices based on
105 percent of the support level. Grain
experts estimate that during this past
harvest season, when CCC dumped 150
million bushels of Government wheat on
the market, the result was to depress the
market by 20 cents a bushel for wheat.
This reduction on a crop of some 1.2 bil-
lion bushels of wheat represented some
$240 million less in the farmer’s pocket.

The corn market has also been flooded.
Between October 1961 and September
1964 the CCC dumped 1,180,013,000 bush-
els of corn through the Evanston Com-
modity Office on the already depressed
market. The exact figures are as follows:
CCC sales of corn, Evanston Commodity

Office, October 1961-September 1962

cCC
Parity | Market | CCC | quantity

price Erloe price sold

(Chicago) (thou-

sands)
October 1961_....| $1.62 $1.12 . 964 , 532
November 1961..| 1.62 112 w. 976 % 343
Premeaso-s 8| L) re) um
Fe 1962...| 1.60 1.10 | 1.006 79,389
1. 60 1.12 979 03, 247
1.61 1.14 | 1.008 176, 252
1.61 1.17 L9090 48, 687
1.60 1.15 964 42, 850
1.60 1.14 | 1.087 958
1.60 1.11 1.023 8, 508
161 1.13 970 8,578
o = 613, 772
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CCC sales of corn, Evanston Commodity
Office, October 1962-September 1963

ccc

Parity | Market | CCC | quantity
price gnoe price sold

(Chicago) (thou-

sands)
$1.61 $1.13 | $0.990 $26, 509
1.61 1.10 | 1.022 18, 583
1.62 1.16 | 1.088 22,163
1.50 1.20 | 1.087 40, 682
1.50 1.21 | 1.108 63,001
1.59 1.22 | 1.100 132, 751
1.59 1.21 | 1.075 T8, 425
1.5 1.24'| 1.006 60, 934
1.50 1.31 | 1.052 41,712
1.60 1.33 | 1.288 281
1.50 1.33 | 1.075 5,979
1.59 1.36 | 1.058 11,787
- SR R i B e 502, 797

CCC sales of corn, Evanston Commodity
Office, October 1963-September 1964

ccc

Parity | Market | CCC | quantity
price gjrioe price sold

(Chicago)| (thou-

sands)
$1.59 $1.24 | £1.381 $4, 058
1.59 L17 1.189 7,225
150 1.23 | 1.247 10, 533
1.56 1.24 | L201 10, 080
1.56 1.22 1.274 12, 807
1. 56 124 1.225 3, 004
1.56 1.26| 1.078 3, 206
1. 56 1.20 | 1.1a7 2,008
1.56 1.27 | 1140 4,419
1. 56 1.24 | 1092 695
1. 56 1.26 | 1.004 1, 988
Beptember 1964. . 1. 56 120 | 1.164 1,419
Total 63, 444

It is ironic to note that the support
level upon which this release price is
based is T4 percent of parity—not 90
or 100 percent as was once advocated by
the present Secretary of Agriculture,
The Secretary, who was such a great ex-
ponent of high supports before he came
into office, did not set supports high when
he had the authority to do so. And to
compound the difficulties of the farmers,
he has dumped government grain on the
market to force down the price. He has
put the Government in control of the
grain trade and forced the grain farmer
to deal with the Government.

This policy of depressing the market
by various methods, then abating only
enough to hold the prices relatively stable
at disgustingly low levels and crowing
about the new *“stable farm economy”
cannot be tolerated any longer by the
American farmer.

Mr, Speaker, I have always contended
that the resale price on CCC commodi-
ties should be higher than the price sup-
port rate. To hold otherwise would be
to advocate that price supports serve as
a ceiling rather than a floor under the
market. Dumping actions of the CCC in
the past few years have depressed the
market because of the low resale price,
and it is time for the Congress to take
action to allow the market to rise above
present levels.

Again in this session I have introduced
legislation to set the release price on CCC
feed grains and food grains at 120 per-
cent of the support price plus necessary
carrying charges. I have advocated this
approach in past years and now recent
experience proves the accuracy of my
original statements. A recent radio bul-
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letin of the Farmers Union Grain Termi-
nal Association cited my proposal in its
broadcast as follows:

[From the GTA Dally Radio Roundup, Jan.
18, 1965]

Several Members of Congress have intro-
duced legislation that would have the Com-
modity Credit Corporation raise the price at
which it goes into the market to sell wheat
and feed grains.

As you know, hundreds of millions of
bushels of Government wheat have been
sold, and still are being sold, at 105 percent
of the support price plus very nominal
carrying charges.

As long as this Government wheat is
readily avallable to millers and exporters at
such a low price, it acts as a price ceiling in
the regular grain markets. And that is just
what USDA wants to accomplish with ite
105-percent formula.

One measure that is typical of efforts by
legisaltors to bring about a change was in-
troduced by Representative ANCHER NELSEN
of Minnesota. It would raise CCC's selling
price for wheat and feed grains to 120 per-
cent of the loan rate plus actual carrying
charges and interest.

Members of Congress from both political
parties are expressing concern over the low
CCC selling prices. And they are reported
to be receiving angry complaints from their
constituents back home because of the price
ceiling imposed by the CCC practices.

GTA's General Manager M. W. Thatcher
has been hammering hard on this issue be-
cause of the cost to farmers and their co-
operatives.

During the last harvest Commodity Credit
dumped 150 million bushels of wheat on the
market displacing sales that could have been
made by farmers and their representatives.
It is reliably estimated that if CCC had held
this wheat off the market and not exer-
cised its ceiling price powers, farmers would
have received 20 cents per bushel more for
the wheat they sold. In addition, the fact
that market prices were kept artificially low
forced farmers to use the loan program more
than they would have If market prices had
been allowed to climb. Hundreds of millions
of bushels would have been sold directly into
market channels instead of going into the
Government loan program.

Many regard this operation as self-defeat-
ing. USDA says the purpose of the price
cellings imposed by CCC is to punish non-
compliers, those who don’t take part in
Government programs. Unfortunately, all
the compliers are being punished, too, de-
spite the fact that CCC was created to help
farmers, surely not to punish them.

Although some of CCC's policies and ac-
tivities are being sharply criticized by farm-
ers and market people around the Nation
these days, we would like to point out that
the farm programs for more than 30 years
have been extremely helpful to producers.
They have prevented bitter economic col-
lapses In agriculture and will continue to
be absolutely necessary for as many years
as anyone can see ahead. Yet, adjustments
always are necessary to meet changing con-
ditions, and it now appears that raising the
CCC selling price to 120 or 125 percent of
loan value would be advisable. That is why
legislation to accomplish this has been In-
troduced and will be one of the important
matters taken up by this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, something has to be done
to prevent the “Great Society” from be-
coming the “Great Disparity” in rural
America. I do not mean that welfare
assistance should be doled out to 2.5 mil-
lion farm families who at present are ex-
periencing low income problems. We
must make it possible for the farmer to
realize his fair share of the increasing
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national income. During the past year
farmers spent in excess of $3 billion for
new equipment—a figure three times as
much as the great steel industry spent
on new plants and equipment. The
farmers spent another $3 billion for
maintenance and petroleum products.
Add to these figures the billions which
are spent by farmers for such items as
fertilizer, tires, spraying material, drugs,
and hundreds of other items, and we can
well understand why more than 10 mil-
lion people in private industry depend on
the purchasing power of 3.5 million
farm operators. The displacement of
2.5 million farmers would involve 7 to
8 million farm people and millions more
who depend on them for income.

It is interesting to note what has hap-
pened to the parity price ratio down
through the past few years. This figure
stood at 92 in 1953 and has gone down to
75in 1964. The following table indicates
the steady decline in the parity ratio:

Calendar year: Parity price ratio
O L e o s e 92
ABBT e i 82
1959 o 81
1960. i ---- 80
1961 —_a 19
Pt et S R T S R R e R ™
1963 vl i 78
1964 (Preliminary) — oo 75

Mr. Speaker, this parity ratio figure of
75 is the lowest it has been since 1934.
All of us who have had any farm expe-
rience realize what the agricultural sit-
uation was in 1934. These were the de-
pression years, Mr. Speaker, when no-
body was speaking of the Great Society,
and here today we find our farmers in
a cost-price squeeze which is denying
them a fair share of the Nation’s income.
If the farmer is the forgotten man in
the Great Society as he was out on the
New Frontier, then the great prosperity
being enjoyed by other segments of our
socéety is in danger of being plowed
under.

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY AUTHORI-
ZATIONS BILL TO COMPLETE THE
SYSTEM ON SCHEDULE—H.R. 6391

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and %o include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection,

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill to approve the esti-
mate of cost of completing, and to revise
the authorization of appropriations for,
the Interstate System. You may recall
that on March 11, 1965, I introduced a
bill, HR. 6141,

The bill which I introduced, H.R. 6141,
is identical to one introduced by Mr.
Kruczynski, the respected chairman of
the Subcommittee on Roads of the House
Committee on Public Works, and I intro-
duced it to demonstrate bipartisan sup-
port for the interstate highway program
and the urgent need for providing the
necessary additional funds for its con-
tinuation. The bill was prepared by the
executive branch, and provides for au-
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thorizations through fiscal year 1972. As
my colleagues know, existing law pro-
vides for authorizations only through fis-
cal year 1971, and the Interstate High-
way program should be completed in
1972. I do not believe that completion
of the program should be postponed be-
yond 1972.

For that reason, I am introducing the
bill to provide increased authorizations
for the Interstate System in a total
amount identical fo that in H.R. 6141,
but adjusted to continue through fiscal
year 1971 only and thus not stretch out
the program.

A copy of the bill, H.R. 6391, follows:

HR. 6391
A bill to approve the estimate of cost of com-
pleting, and to revise the authorization of
appropriation for, the Interstate System

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
estimate of cost of completing the Interstate
System in each State, transmitted to the
Congress on January 13, 1965, by the Secre-
tary of Commerce pursuant to the provisions
of section 104(b) (5) of title 23, United States
Code, and published as House Document
Numbered 42, Eighty-ninth Congress, first
session, 1s hereby approved as the basis for
making the apportionment of the funds
authorized for the Interstate System for the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1967, 1968, and
1969.

Sec. 2. Subsection (b) of sectlon 108 of
the Federal-Ald Highway Act of 1956, as
amended, is amended to read as follows:

“(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of expediting the construc-
tion, reconstruction, or improvement, inclu-
sive of necessary bridges and tunnels, of the
Interstate System, Iincluding extensions
thereof through urban areas, designated in
accordance with the provisions of subsection
(d) of section 103 of title 23, United States
Code, there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated the additional sum of $1,000,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957,
which sum shall be in addition to the au-
thorization heretofore made for that year, the
additional sum of $1,700,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, the additional
sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1959, the additlonal sum of
$2,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1960, the additional sum of $1,800,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 31, 1961, the
additional sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1962, the additional
sum of $2,400,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1963, the additional sum of
$2,600,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, the additional sum of $2,700,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the
additional sum of $2,800,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966, the additional
sum of $4,000,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1967, the additional sum of
$4,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968, the additional sum of $4,000,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, the additional sum of $4,000,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
the additional sum of $3,785,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I want to join the gentleman from Flor-
ida in adding my remarks to what he
has sald. He is absolutely correct in
his announced desire to complete the
construction of the Interstate Highway
System at the earliest possible date.
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The Federal Interstate Highway Sys-
tem has demonstrated its great value
to the American people and I believe has
very broad acceptance throughout the
Nation. With this in mind, I believe
we can look forward to continuing sup-
port to extend the system beyond its
currently authorized 41,000-mile pro-
gram,

I will predict that there will be mount-
ing pressures to expand the program in
the future so I earnestly feel we should
authorize the additional amounts re-
quired to complete the construction on
schedule or if anything, seek opportuni-
ties to accelerate the completion date.
There is ample evidence available to
clearly demonstrate the advantages of
the system and I am convinced the pend-
ing study, which will be heard before
our committee will point out further the
objective I seek. We are all aware of
the great contribution to our economy
the improved roads and highways have
made in the past. As we look for means
to enhance our economic growth, I can
think of no finer, long-range contribu-
tion we can make than to implement
and accelerate the financing of our Na-
tion's roads and highways.

As a member of the Public Works
Road Subcommittee, I want to commend
the gentleman and Chairman KLuczyN-
sk1r for the introduction of their bills
and pledge my full support to this legis-
lation.

Further, I ask my colleagues to join in
adding their support to a bill that I have
introduced, along with Chairman FaLLON
calling for the study to extend the Inter-
state Highway System at the earliest
possible date.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

SECRETARY WIRTZ SHOULD CON-
VENE MEETING TO AVOID CHAOS

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr, Speaker, the
chaos on California vegetable farms,
caused by the lack of adequate labor, is
spreading like a brush fire to other in-
dustries.

Spokesmen for the Teamsters Union,
who have been in the forefront of the
battle to improve the workingman'’s
opportunities in California, have a good
suggestion. :

The problem is desperate. If Secre-
tary Wirtz has insufficient facts or is
unwilling to act upon his own initiative,
I suggest that he immediately convoke
a meeting of the interested representative
parties and develop a solution to end
the chaos and waste in California farms,
industries, and rural towns before thou-
sands of workers and consumers are ir-
reparably injured along with the farmers
and farm laborers.

Mr. Speaker, Peter A. Andrade is an
experienced, dedicated unionist. No one
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can say that he is a “tool of the cor-
porate farmer” and not a friend of or-
ganized labor or the farm laborer. I ask
unanimous consent to insert his remarks
of March 11, 1965, for the edification of
my colleagues who care about the wel-
fare of the workingman and the con-
sumer of fruit and vegetables:

STATEMENT OF PETER A. ANDRADE, DIRECTOR,
WESTERN COUNCIL OF CANNERY AND FoOD
PROCESSING UNIONS AND INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZER, INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD
oF TEAMSTERS, REGARDING AGRICULTURAL
LABOR IN CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.,
MarcH 11, 1965
The Teamsters Unlon, more than any other

labor organization, has a primary interest in
the problems involving farm labor. We
represent in excess of 125,000 workers in
California whose employment is affected di-
rectly by the extent to which crops are nur-
tured and harvested. Approximately 80,000
of our members are employed in the food
processing industry, canned and frozen food.
Another 35,000 are employed in ice, dehydra-
tion and vacuum cooling plants, fertilizer
plants and in hauling agricultural and re-
lated products. In additlon, we represent
employees in can plants, paper and polyethy-
lene plants directly affected by the activity
in the agricultural industry. We are also
involved in the wood box and crating indus-
try. Moreover, additional thousands upon
thousands of workers in other industries are
dependent upon the agricultural industry.
Thus we are a vitally affected party and it is
essential to us that an ample and stable
work force be found to nurture and harvest
the crops in order that the processing and
other functions mentioned here can be car-
ried out.

To be more explicit, the canning industry
plays a basic role in the economy of Cali-
fornia. This industry is the major customer
of agriculture and, of course, is also an im-
portant customer of many other industries.
Typically, as the canning gets underway
employment rises in steel mills, tin can and
glass jar manufacturing plants as well as
other industries that supply canners. In a
normal season, the canning and preserving
industry consumes about 600,000 tons of steel
for tin plate, 5 billion tin cans, 1.2 billion
glass jars, 1 milllon miles of labels, and
200 million fiberboard boxes. To transport
a typical yearly pack requires the equivalent
of 100,000 freight cars.

At the peak of the canning season which
normally occurs in August, around 80,000
persons are working in the Industry. The
bulk of the canning and preserving plants
are located In northern and central
California.

Similar statistics could be cited to demon-
strate the Importance of other industries
related to agricultural and cannery opera-
tions in which our members work and which
I have mentioned. The lettuce crop de-
serves special notice here. Over 65 million
cartons of lettuce are packed in California
annually for shipment all over the country.

The question today is, What steps can be
taken to assure a sufficient and stable work
force in agriculture. We recommend the
following:

1. It is imperative. upon the State and
Federal Government to analyze realistically
the manpower situation in all of the agri-
cultural labor markets involved and to take
steps immediately to meet the manpower
crisis,. In 1964 California used 90,000 bra-
ceros to help harvest 250 perishable crops.
Where are we going to get the 90,000 do-
mestic workers to replace them this year?
We cannot afford to speculate. Manpower
must be guaranteed. I, therefore, urge that
Becretary of Labor Willard Wirtz immediately
convena a conference of all interested par-
ties including growers, canners, organized
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labor and industry. The purpose of such a
conference would be for all parties to dis-
cuss in detail their positions with Secretary
Wirtz and his staff, Hopefully, out of such
a conference a program could be developed
including standby measures to insure the
harvesting of the crops.

2, Fair wages and decent working condi-
tions must be established in order to attract
competent farmworkers.

3. Adequate housing must be supplied.
This we feel is important, not only from the
point of view of attracting labor, but also
making sure that citizens working in our
State do not live under substandard con-
ditions.

4, Safe and adequate transportation must
be provided in order to insure easy mobility
of farmworkers from their living quarters
to the fields.

5. Social legislation such as unemploy-
ment insurance, workmen's compensation,
and other benefits avallable to the rest of
the work population should also be made
available to farmworkers.

6. Intensive educational programs among
farmworkers and their families should be
undertaken. Thelr skills and educational
levels must be upgraded.

7. Special measures should be taken to
attract the youth of our State to this im-
portant activity. Here the State government
can play a major role in recruiting such in-
dividuals. The colleges in our State are
going to the quarter system which makes it
possible for educational facilities to be used
on a year-round basis and for students to
have time off on a flexible basis not limited
to summer months. Thought should be giv-
en to developing this system in our high
schools as well. In any event, we should
create programs that will make younger peo-
ple available for agricultural work on a
flexible basis.

8. Machinery should be developed which
recognizes the rights of both management
and labor in developing a sound labor rela-
tlons program. We must avoid labor tur-
moil in an industry that is so basic in our
State. This means that the growers must
recognize the right of agricultural employees
to organize. It also means that labor must
act responsibly.

9. In the last analysis, the only complete
solution to the problem is a long-term solu-
tion. This Involves a program of intensive
mechanization in the flelds. Industry and
government have moved too slowly in this
direction. We have succeeded in manufac-
turing and other nonagricultural industries
in virtually eliminating backbreaking !obs.
There is no reason why the same cannot be
achieved in agriculture. Were this to come
to pass much of today's discussion would
be unnecessary.

However, what happens in the interim pe-
riod is very important. The manner in
which all segments of the community work
together in the interest of this State and
our people will determine the course and
direction of the California economy. BSixty
percent of the fruit processed in this coun-
try comes from California, 45 percent of all
vegetables are processed in California. We
here are one of the principal producers of
fresh and frozen foods. Not only is our own
economy dependent upon ample agricultural
manpower, but the food needs of our coun-
try and indeed the world are dependent
upon us.

A WARNING IN THE JOINT ECO-
NOMIC COMMITTEE REPORT AND
A SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT
BY CHAIRMAN PATMAN
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Texas [Mr. PATMAN], is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.
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Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter and tables.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, someone
has said that economists know every-
thing but the answers. This might be a
bit unkind, and we must always consider
that economics is not an exact science.
Nor does it work by any intellectual
ouija board.

Our economists start out to find out
what exists in the economy of our coun-
try and of the world. The wise ones
have learned that there simply are no
shortcuts to solutions of problems of
great complexity. Our wisest econo-
mists, like Galbraith, of Harvard; Harris,
of Harvard; Samuelson, of MIT; and
Keyserling, are not afraid to tread new
paths, nor are they so rash as to ignore
economic history which is economic ex-
perience.

All of this is a preface to my remarks
today concerning the President’s excel-
lent Economic Report for 1965, the Joint
Economic Committee’s constructive
critique of it, and remarks I felt com-
pelled to make which go beyond what
I have heard and read on the subject of
America’s present economy. I have felt
the need to play up some facets of the
subject which seem to me to have been
understated or even omitted. The Presi-
dent’s Economic Report hardly says any-
thing about how we might go about cur-
ing the chronic American problem of un-
employment.

You will recall that a year or so ago
we were going to cure unemployment by
tax relief. This somehow did not come
about. Though the contention is made
in the President’s 1965 Economic Report
that the gross national product may
reach $660 billion this year, even so this
would hardly bring about a dent in un-
employment figures or put to use the idle
capacity existing in many of our fac-
tories.

When the report has a line like, “Un-
employment will remain too high in
1965,” the economists who wrote the
report are to be commended for having
the fortitude to tell the truth. But, by
s0 doing, they admit that they do not as
yet have the answer to one of America’s
leading problems.

I am indeed sympathetic with all the
President’s report sets forth, and I lis-
tened with interest to the President’s
top economic advisers when they testi-
fied before the Joint Economic Commit-
tee. But somewhere there was lacking
the guidelines needed to bring about a
solution, not only of unemployment and
unused plant capacity, but a host of
other problems confronting America in
the economic field.

MONETARY POWERS USURPED

I have always felt that the economy of
this country is, in large part, governed
by those who control money and credit.
I have made countless speeches on this
subject on the floor of the House for
the past two or three decades. I have
had friend and foe say, “WgicHT, why do
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you continue to say the same thing over
and over again?” The answer is that I
shall continue to remind my colleagues
that they have abdicated their author-
ity—that the Congress has been asleep—
that the constitutional authority granted
to them has been usurped by an instru-
ment of our own creation—the Federal
Reserve System.

DISTINGUISHED ECONOMIST CONCERNED

In a pentrating article published in
the Journal of Finance entitled, “Is the
Federal Reserve System Really Neces-
sary?” Deane Carson, who is the senior
economist in the Office of the Comptrol-
ler of the Currency, concludes with some
words that I believe are as true as any
ever written. Bear in mind that Deane
Carson is not a money crackpot. He is
a distinguished economist on leave from
Brown University, an Ivy League school.
The economic departments or the Ivy
League are not noted for being of a
radical tinge. On the contrary, they are
spawning grounds for brokerage office
customers’ men. So, when I quote Deane
Carson, you may be certain I am re-
flecting that viewpoint of a reserved,
conservative man of reason. I quote:

“The Federal Reserve System has
evolved in the past half century into a
vast and cumbersome machine; a quasi-
private organization, its regional staffs
have grown far out of proportion to their
importance in conducting monetary
poncy'll

That is not Parman talking. May I
remind you though that I have been
saying the same thing for nearly 30
years. I am quoting the words of a top
economist from a conservative Eastern
university who is the editor of the
Journal of Finance.

“The tourist business in Maine may
indeed be an important area of economic
inquiry,” continues Deane Carson, “but
it is difficult to see its connection with
the goals of monetary control. The dis-
trict Federal Reserve banks engage in
such irrelevancies.”

In my August 3, 1964, speech entitled,
“The A B C's of America’s Money Sys-
tem,” which has been read by millions
and is available in reprint form, I
pointed out the manifold irrelevancies of
our central banking set-up, the Federal
Reserve System.

Moreover, I am pleased that Deane
Carson too recognizes as do more and
more economists and more and more
plain citizens, that America’s sacrosanct
Fed is not serving the people as it pre-
tends and that it is nothing more than
a tool of those few money concentra-
tions, mostly in New York, who seek
higher and higher interest rates and
control of the credit of the Nation for
the benefit of a few rather than for the
many. Those who believe in the divine
right of money kings will shout that I
am a demagog. I am used to this
charge.

The facts are, in my opinion, that both
what the economists had to say, and
even what the Joint Economic Commit-
tee print states, underplays the whole
story of who controls money and credit
in the United States today. And that
is the reason why I wrote some supple-
mentary views that are published in the
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Joint Economic Committee print on the
President’s Economic Report released to-
day March 17.

In a section headed “Monetary Policy,”
the Joint Economic Committee report
states: “The task of economic recovery
and achieving sustained economic growth
is not yet completed. It is doubly im-
perative that the monetary authorities
avoid the mistakes of the past and not be
tempted or persuaded into a premature
application of the monetary brakes.”

In my opinion, no written words in
any economics report, book, or lecture
hold more validity. Yet, as we will learn
before I am through, this very day and
for the past several weeks the brakes are
slowly being applied. The lessons of the
past seem not to have been learned. A
tight money policy now at rates consider-
ably above what they should be can only
bring about economie trouble, including
more unemployment.

I feel in accord with what appears in
the Joint Economic Committee report
under “Monetary Policy” and I am in-
serting that section in the REcorp:

“Fearfully aware of how easily the
stimulative effects of tax reduction might
be undone by unwise monetary policy,
the committee last year again urged that
the monetary authorities follow a policy
of monetary expansion in line with the
needs of an expanding economy.

“The economic improvement during
1964 has demonstrated the wisdom of
that policy. The monetary authorities,
apparently also mindful of the error of
having prematurely tightened money in
past periods of recovery, during the early
part of the year maintained sufficient
availability of credit to permit a fuller
utilization of economic resources.

“We believe that the sustained eco-
nomic recovery thus far experienced, al-
beit still less than sufficient to reduce
unemployment to acceptable levels,
would not have been possible had the
past mistaken bias toward an early re-
striction—in effect, an early contraction
when measured against the needs of
a growing economy—been repeated.
Unfortunately, there has been increasing
evidence, beginning in the fall months
of 1964 and becoming more marked thus
far in 1965, that the monetary authori-
ties are turning toward tighter money.
As the recovery progresses, the lessons of
the past seem to become unlearned.
Economic recovery is not promoted by
assertions that market forces have been
tightening themselves when in fact the
monetary authorities lower the target
level of ‘free reserves,’ raise the discount
rate, and allow the short-term interest
rate to inch upward.

“Before this dampening process goes
further we must remind the monetary
and debt management authorities again
that the current task of recovery is not
yet done. A stronger economic pulse is
insufficient reason for monetary authori-
ties to rush for the sedatives or apply a
tourniquet.

“The maintenance of adequate credit
has been somewhat constrained because
the majority of the Board of Governors
apparently feels that higher interest
rates are necessary to prevent outflows
of short-term capital, There is some
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question as to whether short-term rates
are an important factor in capital move-
ments abroad. Furthermore, the prob-
lem of short-term interest rate differ-
ences as between this country and Eu-
rope arises from the policy of European
countries to use restrictive monetary pol-
icies and high interest rates to solve their
own domestic problems rather than to
use restrictive fiscal policies.

“The monetary authorities of this
country have responded to this situa-
tion in a manner characteristic of cen-
tral bank thinking. They have encour-
aged a rise in domestic short-term in-
terest rates in a presumed effort to hold
and attract short-term funds in spite of
higher foreign rates.

“We believe that the ready acceptance
and prompt rationalization by the Fed-
eral Reserve System authorities of the
need for increasing short-term rates
have not given sufficient weight to the
alternatives. Desired effects upon the
balance of payments might have heen
obtained by other means, such as meas-
ures affecting the rates of saving in the
United States, measures improving the
climate for the investment of savings in
a thriving domestic economy, measures
involving various voluntary limitations
on short-term capital exports, and, if
the need be sufficient, measures for the
direct regulation of short-term ecapital
outflows.

“The monetary authorities have in-
deed been aided by one such device, the
interest equalization tax, which has
tended to penalize the outflow of capi-
tal from the United States. The Presi-
dent has recently taken steps to further

discourage short-term outflows. We

suggest that the Congress, in order to
close loopholes and make these restric-
tions effective, may shortly need to con-
sider applying similar interest equaliza-
tion tax constraints to short-term bank
loans of less than 1 year maturity.

“Rising short-term rates in the United
States must sooner or later be recognized
as being basically incompatible with do-
mestic expansion. Long-term rates, it
is true, have been held relatively con-
stant, although they have in fact risen
nearly one-quarter percent since the be-
ginning of 1963. We are now confronted
with the possibility, indeed probability,
that a further rise in the short-term
rates must inevitably exert upward pres-
sures upon the long-term rates.

“The pressures toward higher long-
term interest rates are particularly dis-
turbing in the light of recent debt man-
agement policy. On February 20, 1961,
the Federal Reserve System departed
from its ‘bills preferably’ policy. It an-
nounced that it was then purchasing in
the open market U.S. Government notes
and bonds of varying maturities, some of
which would exceed 5 years. Authority
was granted by the Open Market Com-
mittee for transactions in securities of
‘longer maturity’ than those dealt in un-
der the previous policy. The announce-
ment, although unclear as to Open
Market Committee concepts of ‘long’ or
‘longer’ maturities, was widely inter-
preted to mean that the System was
moving to hold down, if not reduce, rates
at the long end of the interest curve for
Government, mortgagors, and business.
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“In the 4 years since that announce-
ment, the Federal Reserve System port-
folio has been increased by approxi-
mately $10 billion, less than $700 million
of which has been in maturities of over
5 years. Approximately two-thirds have
been in maturity groups of under 1 year.
The maturity distribution of portfolio
holdings at the end of January 1965,
indeed, shows a slight reduction in the
proportion of holdings held in the ‘over-
1-year category.’ The resolution of the
Reserve authorities to hold down long-
term rates has, to say the least, been
disappointing.

“Nor is it clear that the debt manage-
ment authorities have applied their en-
ergies very vigorously to holding down
long-term interest rates. The Secretary
of the Treasury in his testimony to the
committee submitted a table, and took
pride in observing that, ‘an amount
larger than the entire $25.1 billion in-
crease in the marketable debt since Jan-
uary 1961 has been financed over that
period in longer term issues; marketable
debt due in 5 years or more is up $26.9
billion.” Why did the Treasury Depart-
ment, during an economic recovery pe-
riod, seek to extend the average maturity
of the Government debt by competing
for and absorbing long-term funds?
However adequate or inadequate its rea-
sons may be, the fact is that neither the
monetary nor the debt management au-
thorities have been vigorous in bringing
downward pressure on long-term rates
while actively and calculatedly raising
short-term rates on balance-of-pay-
ments grounds.

“The committee recommends that the
. Federal Reserve authorities and the
Treasury cooperate to avoid further in-
creases in domestic interest rates and
that:

“Secular increases in the money sup-
ply should be provided at the same rate
as the growth of real gross national prod-
uet and should be provided through open
market purchases of longer term Federal
securities, rather than by either increased
holdings of short-term Treasury issues
or through the lowering of reserve re-
quirements,

“Debt management should be so han-
dled by the Treasury as to reinforce ex-
pansionary fiseal and monetary policies—
in particular, they should avoid new is-
sues in longer maturities and advanced
refunding at times and in amounts that
will frustrate the above recommenda-
tion for monetary policy, thus putting
upward pressure on long-term interest
rates and unnecessarily raising the
amount of interest the Government must
pay.
“Those responsible for the comple-
mentary functions of monetary policy
and debt management should recognize
that the usual good sense of low interest
rates as encouragements to the economy
are this year buttressed by the require-
ments for finanecing at minimum cost
major governmental programs in edu-
cation, housing, rehabilitation, and de-
velopment.

“We urge that the Congress and the
monetary authorities give serious, open-
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minded consideration to a search for the
best ways of financing the requirements
of the President’s program for education,
overcoming poverty, and for general
community and rural rehabilitation. At-
tainment of these objectives will require
increased investment in schools and
other facilities by Federal, State, and
local governments, the magnitude of
which over the next few years may well
be as high as $25 billion or more.

“Under current financing practices,
the communities of the Nation will have
to borrow most of this amount. Even
though States and municipalities do have
a slight advantage in issuing bonds, aris-
ing from the tax exemption of income
on their obligations, interest costs on
these borrowings each year and over the
life of the bonds would, under conven-
tional practices, be large and burden-
some. Moreover, the communities most
in need will have to pay higher rates al-
though less able to do so.

“The special needs of our society for
education and rehabilitation are so great
that they challenge us to find new meth-
ods of financing, such as the feasibility
of financing through special-purpose,
low-interest-rate bonds, issued directly
to the Federal Reserve System. The
funds thus made available to the Federal
Government would be available for direct
investment in needed community devel-
opments or for relending to communities
themselves at a low rate of interest.

“In considering methods of financing
we need to be especially mindful of two
things: First, the Federal Reserve au-
thorities and commercial banks are the
trustees of the sovereign power to create
eredit; and second, the economic report
indicates a persistent gap between exist-
ing gross national product and potential.
Because the national needs of the pro-
gram are so great, it is imperative that
new methods of financing be explored so
that the burden of interest on the sover-
eign be held to a minimum rather than
multiplying the already large cost by
payments to middlemen. So long as the
gap arising from unused capacity exists,
we need to be concerned about reducing
its size, rather than fearful of infla-
tionary pressures.

“The committee’s report, a year ago,
concluded that the Nation had a right
to expect better performance by the
monetary authorities than it had been
getting, adding that ‘we must learn from
experience and avoid repealing past mis-
takes.” Except for the rise in the short-
term rate, the performance during 1964
in maintaining availability of credit
gives hope that economic lessons have
been learned from experience with ap-
plying the monetary brakes while the
economy is still on the uphill grade as in
mid-1957 and early 1960. We warn,
however, that the creditable record of
the past year is again vulnerable to pre-
mature restriction. Because the record
has been good thus far, it is doubly im-
portant that, in the absence of a clear
and present danger of inflation, an un-
mistakable need to raise interest rates
to protect the dollar internationally, or
clear evidence of a general deterioration

March 17, 1965

of quality in currently extended credit,
restrictive measures should be avoided.”

So much for what appears to me to be
the most important pages in the entire
report of the Joint Economic Commit-
tee. As fine as this section is, in order
for the public to be further informed on
monetary policy, its connection with full
employment, and who and what forces
are responsible for putting on brakes that
have no business being put on, I now
wish to read into this REcorp my own
supplementary report which also is pub-
lished in the document released by the
Joint Economic Committee today:

“SUPPLEMENTARY VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN
PATMAN

“The Joint Economic Committee has
just completed intensive hearings on the
economic report of the President, and
members of the committee have devoted
many hours of careful analysis to the
crucial questions involved in achieving
full employment in our economy. Prior
to that, the President and his advisers
spent many hard hours working on the
content of the report, which is indeed an
excellent one. Yet all this work can
come to nothing because of a grave
weakness in the existing system: the
fact that neither the President nor the
Congress controls the vast monetary
powers of the Nation. The purposes of
the Full Employment Act cannot be car-
ried out unless the Government has the
power to control and coordinate all of
its economic activities, including the all-
important monetary powers which in-
volve control of the money supply, the
extent of the credit available, and the in-
terest rates charged to borrowers—the
very economic air that we breathe.

“The policies of the U.S. Government
for full employment, international sta-
bility, equitable taxation, and domestic
prosperity can never be sound or depend-
able while the most important part of
the Nation’s economic powers is in the
hands of a private group which exists as
a separate government. We have two
governments in the District of Columbia.
One consists of the Congress and the
President—the elected representatives of
the people. The other is the Federal Re~
serve, operating as a self-appointed
money trust, far removed from the will
of the people.

“This shocking state of affairs has
been brought home bluntly to the Amer-
ican public by the assertion of the Fed-
eral Reserve that it is independent of
the executive branch and that it ean op-
erate contrary to the President's wishes.
It is an open and defiant proclamation
that the Nation’s gold and money print-
ing press have been seized by a private
group and are now being used by them
in utter disregard of the principles of
democratic government.

“The Constitution clearly vests the
monetary power in Congress, and with
good reason. History has repeatedly
demonstrated that possession of the
monetary powers gives its holder a life
and death power over a society. But in
spite of our Constitution, Chairman
Martin left no doubt as to his views
when he told his committee, on Febru-
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ary 26, that ‘the Federal Reserve Board
has the authority to act independently
of the President,’ even ‘despite the Presi-
dent.’
“FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM IS BANKER
DOMINATED

“What makes these claims even more
appalling is the fact that our Federal Re-
serve System, as it functions at the pres-
ent time, is a banker-dominated, banker-
oriented autocracy. The fact of the
matter is that there has been a struggle
over control of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem for 50 years, ever since it was
founded. It is a struggle that the bank-
ers have been winning, and it is clear now
from Mr. Martin’s statement that they
have come out in the open defiantly.
Savings and loan associations, coopera-
tives, credit unions, and other financial
institutions not within the privileged
banking circle should take notice that
this usurpation of monetary authority
places them in jeopardy.

“The key to an understanding of the
Federal Reserve System is the method of
selecting directors. Each of the 12 Fed-
eral Reserve banks has 9 directors.
Three of them are called class A, three
are called class B, and three, class C.
The class A and class B directors are
elected by member banks. Class A di-
rectors are chosen from officers of banks
in the area. The class B directors are
chosen from the fields of commerce, in-
dustry, or agriculture, and may be stock-
holders in banks. The class C directors
are appointed by the Board of Governors,
and they must not be officers, directors,
employees, or stockholders of any bank.

“It should be noted that the member
banks, each of which holds ‘stocks’ in the
System, do not vote according to their
stockholdings. Rather, each exercises
one vote. Obviously, the word ‘stock,’ is
a misnomer.

“The presidents of the 12 Federal Re-
serve banks are elected by the 9 directors
of the bank. Significantly, no oath of
office is taken by these presidents or by
the directors of these banks.

“Polls and studies have shown heavy
preponderance of banking background
among directors. Early in 1964 the
House Banking and Currency Commit-
tee, in connection with a comprehensive
review of the Federal Reserve System,
sent to all B and C directors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System a questionnaire re-
garding bank affiliation and bank stock
ownership. Since class A directors are
chosen from officers of banks themselves
they would be expected to have banking
connections. But the study showed that
of the 36 class B directors in the System,
all of whom responded, 17 had been di-
rectors of banks bhefore becoming Fed-
eral Reserve directors, and an addifional
4 had held other positions or offices in
banks. Of this total of 21, there were
only 3 who did not own some bank stock.
Of the remaining 15 who had never been
directors or officers of commercial banks,
9 owned bank stock. Thus, out of 36
Federal Reserve directors, 30 had some
connection with banking.

“Of the 36 class C directors, all of
whom responded, 18 had formerly been
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bank directors and an additional 2 had
held other bank positions. Of this group
of 20, there were only 3 who had never
owned bank stock. Out of the remaining
16 who had never been directors or of-
ficers, 5 had owned bank stock at one
time.

“Thus, out of the total of 108 directors
in the 12 banks, 91 are, or have been, con-
nected with the private banking indus-
try, which they are supposed to regulate.

“OPEN MARKET COMMITTEE EXERCISES TRE-
MENDOUS POWER

*The fundamental monetary powers of
the Nation are exercised by the Open
Market Committee which is made up, on
the record, of five Federal Reserve bank
presidents and the seven members of the
Board. In practice, however, all 12 presi-
dents participate in the deliberations
which, of eourse, are conducted in secret
every 3 weeks. Thus, the basic power for
good or ill in our economy is exercised
by a group closely identified with the
banking community and operating will-
fully and knowingly outside the pale of
Government. This extralegal power is
so great that the banker-controlled
group can create prosperity, or, by turn-
ing the financial screws, can create reces-
sion, depression, or even panic. That this
power can be abused to the advantage of
a particular political party or candidate
is too obvious to need elaboration.

“The $36.8 billion portfolio of the Fed-
eral Reserve System is a fund that could
be considered a recession fund, or a de-
pression fund, and if its masters so
choose, a panic fund. There is nothing
to prevent them, in an election year,
from letting a candidate President know
that if he didn’t manage to see eye to eye
with them for the next 4 years his No-
vember election might be endangered.

“PRESENT SITUATION IS A DISTORTION OF

CONGRESSIONAL INTENT

“Contrary to notions spread around by
spokesmen for the banking interests, this
shocking state of affairs was never sanc-
tioned by the Congress. It was deliber-
ately engineered by the banking interests,
aided, I regret to say, by the inactivity of
the Congress which failed to take action
as, step by step, the people’s control of
their own monetary powers was whittled
away.

“The Federal Reserve Act, as passed in
1913, was never intended to set up any-
thing like the system that exists today.
What the act did was establish 12 re-
gional banks, each with autonomy in its
own region and designed to operate more
or less automatically to provide a flexible
supply of money and credit under gen-
eral supervision of a Presidentially ap-
pointed Board. There was no central
bank; President Wilson was opposed to
the whole concept of a central bank. He
also laid heavy stress on public control.
When the act was under consideration in
1913, President Wilson said: ‘The control
of the system of banking and of issue
which our new laws are to set up must
be public, not private. It must be vested
in the Government itself so that the
banks may be the instruments, not the
masters, of business and of individual
initiative and enterprise.’
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“This is the crux of the matter. There
is no reasonable basis in public policy for
permitting bankers to run the central
bank. Indeed, Wilson, when approached
by bankers who desired to assure them-
selves of control of the Federal Reserve
System when it was in the stage of
formulation asked them, ‘Which one of
vou gentlemen would condone putting
railroad presidents on the Interstate
Commerce Commission?’ ”

The leaders of the banking community
did not win their points with Woodrow
Wilson, but they achieved certain com-
promises in the final legislation, one of
them being the provision under which a
majority of six out of the nine directors
of each regional Federal Reserve bank
are chosen absolutely by the banking
community. It is this provision, more
than any other, that has been the
Achilles’ hee] in the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, permitting the bankers to dominate
and centralize a system which was meant
to be made up of 12 autonomous regional
banks,

“PRESIDENT WILSON OPFOSED CENTRALIZATION
OF FED

“It is important to note that, at the
time of the Federal Reserve legislation, in
1913, the basic issue was whether or not
the Federal Reserve would be a central
bank or a system made up of 12 in-
dependent regional banks. The Aldrich
Commission had proposed a system of
branch Reserve banks operating under
the control of a central Board of Di-
rectors. Under this system, the branch
banks would have carried out mechani-
cal operations without any control over
policy. The Aldrich plan was a big bank-
ers’ dream and it was opposed strenu-
ously by President Wilson, Thanks to
his vigorous efforts and those of the
many other patriotic legislators mindful
of the public interest, the Aldrich plan
was rejected in favor of a system of semi-
autonomous regional banks which had
the power to buy and sell bonds and notes
of the United States and of States and
counties, to purchase and sell bills of ex-
change, and to establish discount rates.
The Board, which was appointed by the
President, had certain supervisory
powers, such as the right of review over
discount rates. The power to conduct
open market operations, which is, of
course, the basic power to control the
money supply, was not recognized at the
time, and it was believed that the power
to establish rates of discount was the es-
sential one in the system. It was this
feature that was meant to provide a
flexible money and credit system.

“Under the Aldrich plan, the Central
Board of Directors, which would run the
System, would have been made up of
eight people chosen from the System
and the Comptroller of the Currency.
Clearly, it would have given control of
the System's policies to private banks
through the power to buy and sell securi-
ties in the open market.

“In contrast to the Aldrich plan the
1913 Federal Reserve Act gave power to
a Board of Governors that was entirely
appointed by the President, and it also
provided that one-third of the directors
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of the 12 regional banks be appointed by
the Federal Reserve Board. There is
no question that these Government-
selected directors were expected to serve
as watchdogs to insure against private
banks’ abuse of power at the local level
of the System. Unfortunately, the leg-
islation as enacted did provide that two-
thirds of the directors be chosen by the
banks and this proved to be the open
door through which the big bankers
managed to gain control.

“DOMINANT BANKING INTERESTS MOVE AWAY

FROM PUBLIC CONTROL

“One of the first steps away from pub-
lic control was a palace revolution in
1922 which resulted in the formation of
an ad hoc committee of the Presidents
of five eastern district Reserve banks to
coordinate open market operations.
Somehow, they managed to obtain per-
mission from the other banks to conduct
the open market function. In 1923 this
‘Committee of Governors’ which, of
course, was completely outside the law,
was acquiesced in by the Board, which
called it the ‘Open Market Investment
Committee.’

“As soon as the committee was formed
it started on a policy of tightening
money and raising interest rates. This
was the point at which the dominant
elements in the banking community be-
gan to reshape the System to their own
ends. It was then that they converted
the System to a central bank, in direct
disobedience of the law.

“In the manipulation of open market
operations these men recognized the tre-
mendous power that could be exercised
in controlling the money supply and in-
terest rates. The open market function
consists of buying and selling Govern-
ment bonds by the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. In this way it controls the bank
reserves and, ultimately, the supply of
money and credit in the country. When
it sells bonds, bank reserves shrink, and
when it buys bonds, they increase. The
portfolio of Government bonds has built
up through the years to the present level
of $36.8 billion. These interest-bearing
bonds were acquired by the Open Market
Committee in exchange for Federal Re-
serve notes which are non-interest-
bearing obligations of the Nation. ¥Yet,
instead of canceling these bonds and
the interest on these bonds when they
are repurchased, the Fed holds them and
collects the interest. To me, this has
always been like collecting interest on a
mortgage that is completely paid for and
canceled.

“One other important step in the Fed’s
history was the provision in the McFad-
den Act of 1927 removing the 20-year
limitation on the System so that it now
has a perpetual charter. This was the
bankers’ vote of confidence. By then,
they were assured of enough control for
them to approve permanent existence for
the Federal Reserve System. The two
previous central banks had both expired
after limited lives. The first lasted from
1791 to 1811, when Congress let its char-
ter lapse after its 20-year life. In 1816,
Congress enacted another charter creat-
ing the second Bank of the United States
and this, too, was permitted to lapse
after a 20-year life.
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“CHANGES IN OPEN MARKET COMMITTEE

“In 1930, the membership of the Open
Market Committee was informally ex-
panded to include representatives from
all 12 Reserve banks, and in the 1933
legislation this was put into law, thus
giving legal sanction to this complete
domination of the fundamental money
powers by the private banking interests.
Significantly, this legislation was re-
ported by the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee without any hearings
and it slipped through the House with-
out a record vote after an intensive
campaign led by the American Bankers
Association. In the words of Representa-
tive Lemke, of North Dakota, ‘A bill of
this kind could never have been born in
the bright sunlight of day. It had to
be born in executive session.’

“LEGISLATION OF 1933 A BANKER'S VICTORY

“The 1933 legislation also contained
provisions extending the terms of the six
appointed Governors to 12 years and
placing them on a staggered basis. The
legislation was clearly and bluntly con-
trived to put the Federal Reserve Board
beyond the reach of the President and
the administration, and it served its pur-
pose. It was a great victory for the bank-
ers.

“But, this time, they had gone too far
and there was a reaction. In the after-
math of President Roosevelt’s over-
whelming victory, he determined upon
the work-relief program to ease the
ravages of the depression. Recognizing
that the Federal Reserve System would
have a key role in determining the re-
ception to be accorded the necessary
borrowing by the banking system, he was
fearful that the Reserve banks might
exercise their power to block his program
by failing to take appropriate action in
the open market. In particular, he was
afraid that they would offset the stimu-
lative effects of large-scale Government
spending. This situation is documented
by Marriner Eccles, who served for many
years as Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board.

““'HE 1935 REFORM BILL

“In 1935, President Roosevelt sub-
mitted a reform bill. The original bill,
as proposed by the administration and
passed by the House in 1935, would have
kept a Board with six appointed mem-
bers and with the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and the Comptroller of the Currency
serving as ex officio members. However,
both of these officials were knocked off
the Board in the Senate. In the final
bill, appointments to membership were
scheduled over periods of from 2 to 14
years so that not more than one would
expire in any 2-year period. The 14-year
term has remained in the law to the
present time. Furthermore, the Chair-
man has to be selected from the members
of the Board. When Chairman Martin’s
term expired during the administration
of President Kennedy, the President
found his hands tied so far as any free-
dom of choice was concerned. He was
limited to the seven members of the
existing Board.

“A President who serves two full terms
will not have the opportunity to appoint
more than two members in his first 4
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years in office. The third would come in
the first half of his second term. Of
course, under a recent amendment to the
Constitution, no President can serve
longer than two terms.

“PRESIDENT IS HELPLESS TO CHOOSE A BOARD

“It is interesting to look at the specific
situation at the present time as it affects
President Johnson. Of the present seven
members of the Board the first expira-
tion date is that of Mr. C. Canby
Balderston, whose term expires January
31, 1966. The second is Mr. Charles N.
Shepardson, whose term expires January
31, 1968. Thereafter, the expiration
dates extend on up through 1978 as fol-
lows: Mr. William MeC. Martin, Jr.,
January 31, 1970; Mr. A. L. Mills, Jr.,
January 31, 1972; Mr. Dewey Daane,
January 31, 1974; Mr. George W. Mitch-
ell, January 31, 1976; and Mr. J. L. Rob-
ertson, January 31, 1978.

“It is evident that this schedule of
terms precludes the President from ever
appointing a Board of his own choosing.
He has two reappointments in his first
term and, assuming a second term, he
would have one reappointment at the
beginning of a second term while the
fourth would not come up until his last
year of office.

“CONTROL OF THE OPEN MARKET COMMITTEE—
THE 1935 COMPROMISE

“A most important feature of the
original 1935 House bill was a drastic
revision of the Open Market Committee
which, because of its vast control of the
money system, is the most powerful
group in the world. The House bill
would have placed this important fune-
tion in the Federal Reserve Board and
relegated the Committee of bank presi-
dents to an advisory role. This House
bill passed, 262 to 110, on a vote of
record. However the Senate subse-
quently considered and passed a bill that
was much more friendly to the bankers’
position, and this substitute measure
passed both the House and Senate with-
out a record vote. Its provisions, which
remain in effect to this day provided
for an Open Market Committee made
up of the Board of Governors and five
bank presidents, and it sanctioned the
1933 removal of the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Comptroller of the
Currency from the Federal Reserve
Board, thus eliminating the possibility
of any day-to-day administration influ-
ence on the Board.

“NEW YORK BANK RUNS THE SHOW

“Since enactment of the 1935 legis-
lation, there have been other develop-
ments which strengthen control of the
System by the banking community. For
one thing, the president of the New York
bank was made a permanent member of
the Open Market Committee in 1942,
effective March 1, 1943. Second, the
operations increasingly have become
centered in the New York bank which
now conducts the open market operation
in its entirety. The 11 other banks con-
duct no open market activities; they are
mere service centers for check clearing
and similar functions. They do not
even know their condition until the New
York bank sends them a telegram to
advise them. It is the New York bank
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which assigns the other 11 banks their
share of the portfolio of Government
bonds held by the Committee. These
bonds, of course, are the basis for the
earnings of the various banks. Detailed
questioning of the bank presidents dur-
ing the 1964 hearings held by the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee revealed
that most of the bank presidents do not
even know how the allocation of the
portfolio or its income is determined.
That is all handled in New York and
the other 11 banks are merely passive
recipients.

“This is particularly revealing inas-
much as the original Federal Reserve Act
never mentioned New York. As a mat-
ter of fact, it contemplated taking the
money market out of New York and
decentralizing it to the 12 regional banks,
with the sole overall coordination to
come from Washington.

“These developments in the history of
the Federal Reserve, all of which were
made possible by the inaction or in-
difference of the Congress, put the Fed-
eral Reserve System well beyond the
reach of the people and their elected
representatives. It had become an
autocracy and it has so remained.

“This was accomplished through a
number of steps which may have looked
small or harmless at the time. But each
formed part of a pattern that added up
to control of the central bank by the
private commercial banks.

“EXISTING SITUATION INTOLERABLE AND
DANGEROUS

“The existing situation is intolerable
in our society which, as Madison said,
is a ‘democracy in a republic.’ The wel-
fare of the Nation is at the mercy of a
group who not only are beyond popular
control but openly admit it, and assert
that the people, through their elected
representatives, cannot be trusted to ex-
ercise their own monetary powers—in
spite of the Constitution which vests the
money powers in the Congress.

“Inevitably, the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem reflects the bias of those who domi-
nate it. Interest rates are the bankers’
income; and the higher they are, the
more the lender receives. Bankers live
on debt. If there is no debt, there is no
money and no interest. Bankers want
only high-grade, low-risk debt paper,
especially Government bonds. In fact,
the one thing they do not want is for
the Government to pay off the public
debt.

“Prof. John Kenneth Galbraith, testi-
fying before the committee on February
24 stated that ‘it is hard to recall any
occasion when the Federal Reserve was
known to be agitating for lower interest.’

“ “We have come to envisage the Open
Market Committee,” he said, ‘as a group
of men of excellent character and re-
assuring demeanor who meet to con-
sider whether there is good reason for
tighter money.’

“Professor Emeritus Seymour Harris,
testifying on the same day, stated as
follows:

“ ‘Financial groups seem to believe that
the higher the price of their product, the
more profits.

“‘They exercised excessive influence
in the 1950’s when long-term rates rose
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by two-thirds. But, in my opinion, they
will do better with lower rates. Their
attitude toward restrictive monetary pol-
icy since 1961 only strengthens the case
for the exclusion of the Federal Reserve
bank presidents from the Open Market
Committee, as Congressman PATMAN SO
effectively argues.’
“LID TAKEN OFF INTEREST RATES IN 1953

“It is instructive to compare the his-
tory of monetary rates in the period
1940-52, with the period of the Repub-
lican regime, 1953-60. In the first pe-
riod—which included the recovery from
a terrible depression, the most destruc-
tive war in history, a global reconstruc-
tion period, and the Korean hostilities—
our Government was able to finance it-
self adequately and without the rate on
long-term Government bonds ever going
above 2} percent. In fact, during these
12 years, no bond ever sold below par.
By contrast, when the Republican regime
came into power in 1953, the brakes were
taken off and the Fed showed its true
colors. Interest rates began to rise early
in 1953. The yield on long-term Govern-
ment bonds was 2.68 percent in 1952. By
June 1953, it was 3.13 percent. The re-
sult was a recession that began in the
middle of 1953 and, because the economy
faltered and expansion slowed, interest
rates finally dropped for cyclical reasons.
Undaunted, however, the Federal Re-
serve began to push up rates again and,
by June of 1957, the long-term yield
averaged 3.58 percent. By October, it
was 3.73 percent and another recession
started. And all economic activity fell
off, with the result that interest rates
fell again for cyclical reasons.

“In spite of these two bitter lessons,
involving vast damage to the economy
and heavy unemployment, the same con-
duet was repeated in the recovery period
after the 1957 recession. This time, the
Fed actually decreased the money supply
and forced interest rates up to 4.37 per-
cent by January 1960. The result, again,
was a recession which lasted until the
Democrats came back into power. From
that time on, the Fed, tempering itself
to the prevailing winds, has maintained
a more adequate money supply—suffi-
cient, at least, to permit the prolonged
recovery we have had since then. But
they are always ready to seize the slight-
est pretext to raise rates.

“CONGRESS MUST BE VIGILANT

“Congress must exercise the greatest
vigilance against such attempts. Tragi-
cally, it has been the failure of Congress
to exercise its responsibilities in the field
of money that has permitted this de-
plorable situation of banker control to
develop. Congress has not been alert to
what has been happening.

“A more detailed history of interest
rates on long-term Federal obligations
can be obtained from a publication of the
House Banking and Currency Commit-
tee, entitled, ‘A Primer on Money,” which
is available at the Government Printing
Office for 40 cents. This shows the actual
rates monthly for each year, from 1919 to
1964.

“DANGEROUS LEVEL OF INTEREST RATES

“Interest rates are at a dangerous level.
The long-term rate on new issues is well
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over 4 percent and, as indicated in the
report, there is a campaign underway to
lift the present statutory ceiling of 4%
percent on long-term Government bonds
and force up the whole level of interest
rates. It is well to remember that in
1958, when the Fed was in the middle of
its last big money-tightening campaign,
there was a determined move to lift the
4Y4-percent ceiling. This move was fore-
stalled only by prompt action on the part
of a number of us in the Congress who
formed a steering committee to resist the
attempt.

“The 41;-percent rate was established
in the Second Liberty Loan Act, which
was passed in September 1917. Under its
provisions, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, with the approval of the President,
has the power to set the interest rates
on long-term obligations of the United
States within a ceiling of 414 percent.
Thus, this ceiling has been in effect for
almost 50 years, through the vast changes
in that period ranging from deep depres-
sion to global war. And never in that
time has the 4Y;-percent ceiling been
breached. But it is in jeopardy now, and
it is obvious that the high-interest cam-
paign has the enthusiastic support of
Chairman Martin who, in his testimony
before the committee, came out fiatly
for removal of the ceiling.

“NO CONGRESSIONAL CONTROL

“Federal Reserve officials frequently
resort to the argument that they are in
the last analysis answerable to the Con-
gress. But this is misleading.

“In the first place, the normal congres-
sional control is through the power of the
purse, through appropriating funds for
the operation of Government agencies,
and through its postaudit function, con-
ducted by the General Accounting Office.
The Fed, however, is not subject to ei-
ther. It has never undergone an out-
side audit and it derives far more in-
come than it needs through income
earnings on the open market portfolio,
earnings that exceed $1 billion a year.
The Federal Reserve System uses as
much of these funds as it wishes, allocat-
ing some to surplus and paying the bal-
ance over to the Treasury.

“In the second place, the Congress is
not in a position to exercise the day-to-
day supervision of important public
agencies that the executive department
is. The President is entrusted with this
executive power under our Constitution.
If the Federal Reserve errs in its mone-
tary policy, the only sanction Congress
has is to abolish the System, or revise it
drastically. Obviously, this is a drastic
control measure which cannot realisti-
cally be used. Moreover, the powerful
bankers’ lobby is always vigilant to pro-
tect the System'’s ‘independence’ against
any congressional scrutiny or direction.
Such activities are invariably castigated
by them as ‘political interference.’ As a
result, the Federal Reserve System can
be equally as resistant to the Congress as
it is to the President.

“FEDERAL RESERVE ACTIONS MUST BE COOR-
DINATED WITH OTHER NATIONAL POLICIES
“In the United States of today, the

achievement of maximum employment

is a specific national goal, and both the
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President and the Congress have a sol-
emn responsibility under the Employ-
ment Act to pursue it. The Employ-
ment Act of 1946, which I took the lead
in formulating and getting through the
House, did not say that all agencies ex-
cept the Federal Reserve should contrib-
ute to the promotion of maximum em-
ployment, production, and purchasing
power. Clearly, the Fed’s responsibility
is to the Nation and its policy affects
the whole Nation in a most fundamental
way and should therefore be completely
accountable to the whole Nation. Yet,
in fact, the Fed has gone its own way and
has never coordinated its activities with
other Government programs, despite the
fact that section 2 of the Employment
Act of 1946 declares it to be the ‘respon-
sibility of the Federal Government to
coordinate and utilize all its plans, func-
tions, and resources to promote maxi-
mum employment, production, and pur-
chasing power.’

“The President and the Congress must
be able to require that the Fed refrain
from jeopardizing economic policies
which the Congress and the President,
as the elected officials of the people, have
established as necessary. When the
President submits his economic program
to the Congress under the requirements
of the Employment Act, he has to in-
clude recommendations on monetary
policy. These run to the very heart of
our economic welfare. The President is
the one person and the only one who can
coordinate the whole national program.
It is ridiculous to give the President the
burden of responsibility for diplomacy
and war, for national security, for our
nuclear arsenal, the national budget, se-
lective service, and debt management—
and yet at the same time permit the
Federal Reserve to assert that the Chief
Executive cannot be trusted with author-
ity over monetary policy. The same
principle applies to the Congress, which
has the vast responsibility of enacting
the laws to establish our Army and Navy,
draft young men, levy taxes, and pass
hundreds of other laws that affect the
lives of every citizen.

“Such a state of affairs is intolerable
in the world of today. Yet the Federal
Reserve System continues to be orga-
nized as though its responsibilities and
accountabilities were to the banking com-
munity. And the bankers continue to
spread the doctrine that it is all right for
the Government—the Congress and the
President—to exercise all these tremen-
dous powers, but not for the Government
to control the money supply. That, they
would have us believe, must be left fo
the mercies of the bankers.

“WELFARE OF CITIZENS IMPERILED BY BANKER
DOMINATION OF MONETARY SYSTEM

“Interest rates have a tremendous ef-
fect on the well-being of every citizen,
Our total national debt, public and pri-
vate, is $1.3 trillion. A l-percent inter-
est rate on this amount is $13 billion.
This conveys some idea of the tremen-
dous leverage that the prevailing level
of interest can exert. It is not too much
to say that an arbitrary increase in in-
terest rates automatically sentences mil-
lions of workers to unemployment and
businessmen to bankruptcy.
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“So long as our most important insti-
tution remains under banker domina-
tion and beyond the reach of executive
and legislative control, our welfare is
imperiled. In my view, the most im-
portant economic and governmental
problem facing the Nation today is the
need for immediate rehabilitation of the
Federal Reserve System, so that it is
again subject to the will of the people,
acting through their elected representa-
tives. If the big bankers are able to
have their way they will continue to en-
courage monetary policies that will pro-
duce larger and larger public debt and
higher and higher interest rates. If they
have their way, our national debt will
be $600 billion in 15 years, which, at a
6-percent rate of interest, will cost the
taxpayers $36 billion a year. This would
mean that so much of Federal revenues
would be required for debt carrying
charges that insufficient funds, if any
at all, would be available for veterans’
programs, social welfare, housing, com-
munity health, and the many other
services needed by our people.”

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules have until midnight tonight to
file a privileged report on the Coast
Guard authorization bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GieBoNs). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

THE SELMA, ALA., SITUATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. GEORGE W. AN-
prEwS] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr., GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, several weeks ago I offered a
resolution asking for an impartial con-
gressional committee to be appointed by
the Speaker to go to Selma, Ala., and de-
termine what the true facts are: deter-
mine what the people of Selma and busi-
ness officials are doing and have been
doing; and, what any outside agitators
are doing and have been doing in recent
weeks, then make a report back to the
American people through the Congress
of the United States.

My resolution has not received favor-
able action.

The cunningly calculated torment of
Selma and Dallas County is the biggest,
cruelest, and most unjust publicity stunt
staged in a long time.

After dining in white cafes, sleeping
in white hotels and enjoying all other
public accommodations without blood-
letting or any other cause celebre to at-
tract national attention, the imported
troublemakers switched their profession
of injustice to claiming Negroes were un-
able to register as voters. They have
managed to have some heads knocked,
Federal court injunctions issued, and
miles of television film taken. The pub-
licity harvest has been great indeed. But,
what about the real facts as regarding
the registration of Negroes as voters?
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Although it cannot get the message
across to the Nation, the Dallas County
Board of Registrars asked State authori-
ties last December for special permission
to hold additional registration days in
January “to give our citizens further
opportunity to qualify.” The Governor
of Alabama granted the Dallas County
Board of Registrars 10 additional days
and the people of Dallas County were so
informed and both foreign and domestic
agitators knew of this.

What happened after the board was
granted these additional days for regis-
tration? On the 4th of January two
Negroes and four white persons appeared
and executed applications; on the 5th
no Negroes but six whites; on the 6th
four Negroes and one white; on the 12th
four Negroes and two whites; on the 13th
seven Negroes and one white. Then on
the 18th of January a long line contain-
ing such great numbers until it was ob-
vious to all, no such number could hope
to be processed in 1 day. One of the
members of the board stated:

A number of applicants having gained
admittance to our office indicated clearly
they did not want to be there. There also
appeared several Negro would-be applicants
who could not read nor write.

Recently Judge Daniel H. Thomas,
Federal district judge at Mobile, Ala.,
issued an order requiring the board of
registrars to “expedite the registration
of voters in Dallas County by receiving
and processing at least 100 applications
on each registration day, provided that
number of persons present themselves
for registration, and further to provide
adequate personnel and facilities for the
registration of voters so that at least
eight applicants can apply for registra-
tion simultaneously.”

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that under the
present court order qualified Negroes can
register now in great numbers if they
so desire. My information is that
nine-tenths of the demonstrators and
marchers in Selma have no interest
whatever in registering, These demon-
strations are inspired by reasons other
than that of registering.

Judge Thomas further ordered that
“in the event the defendants are unable,
except for good cause shown, by the end
of the special registration days in July
1965, to receive and process all of the
applications from persons who have
signed the priority sheet and have pre-
sented themselves at the provided time
to be processed prior to July 1, 1965, this
court will deem that all such persons,
not processed, have been denied the
opportunity to register within the mean-
ing of 42 U.S.C. 1971(e) and will instruct
the voter referee, already appointed by
this court, to receive and process appli-
cations submitted by them.”

Let me ask you in all frankness what
good could possibly come from marching
from Selma, Ala., to Montgomery, Ala?
The highway selected for the proposed
march is U.S. Highway 80 running from
Savannah, Ga., to San Diego, Calif. It
is one of the busiest highways in the
South, and about one-half of the high-
way from Selma to Montgomery is dou-
ble lane. Visualize, if you can, the po-
tential trouble that could occur if that
heavily traveled highway were clogged
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with marchers. Governor Wallace has
stated that if Federal District Judge
Fred Johnson in Montgomery issues an
order permitting such a march he will
respect such an order. On the other
hand, the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther
King has stated publicly that he would
defy such an order against the march.
As a matter of fact, he recently defied
a tentative restraining order enjoining
him from leading a march on that high-
way.

In my opinion the presence of Dr. King
in Alabama is solely responsible for the
trouble we are having today. His rec-
ord indicates that wherever he goes there
is trouble. If he were to leave the State
of Alabama today, in my opinion, there
would be no further trouble.

Have you realized what type man he
is? Recently one of the greatest Ameri-
cans of all times—a man who is knowl-
edgeable about crimes of all types and
about criminals of all stripes—Mr. J.
Edgar Hoover, the able Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, stated
publicly that Martin Luther King is not
one of—but “the most notorious liar in
the United States of America.” Let me
repeat that. Mr. Hoover stated publicly
that Martin Luther King was “the most
notorious liar in the United States of
America.” Mr. Hoover has not retracted
that statement, and I cannot for the life
of me see how so many misguided people
in America have followed and continue
to follow a man with the reputation that
King has.

In my opinion Governor Wallace has
done a good job in Alabama during the
last trying 9 weeks in trying to preserve
law and order. I am sure there have
been occasional acts of violence on the
part of law enforcement officers which
he and I both deeply deplore. You can
realize, however, that screaming people
by the hundreds marching in the streets
and on the highways create a frustrating
and unusual situation. I am sure the
so-called police brutality has been no
worse in the State of Alabama than in
any other State in the Union.

I have known Governor Wallace all of
his life. Iknow him to be a law-abiding,
upstanding, Christian gentleman, and
no one abhors violence more than he.

Governor Wallace has been the target
of a biased and unfriendly national press.
In his appearance on a nationwide TV
program last Sunday he made a newspa-
per reporter admit that a vicious story
printed by him defaming the State of
Alabama and Governor Wallace was un-
true. This story was with reference to
the failure of hospital authorities in
Marion, Ala., to render medical aid to a
Negro who had been shot. Governor
Wallace stated emphatically and truth-
fully that no hospital in Alabama had
ever denied treatment to a person be-
cause of his race, and that if any such
case were brought to his attention he
would take drastic action immediately.
The newspaper reporter admitted that
the original story was untrue, but he said
he wrote a second story retracting the
first story. As you well know, Mr.
Speaker, the first story makes the front
page and the second story making a cor-
rection usually is found hidden some-
where inside the paper.
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When the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was
under consideration as an inducement
for passage we heard quite a bit about
getting racial disputes out of the streets
and into the courts. Justice Hugo Black
recently wrote:

The streets are not now and never have
been the proper place to administer justice.

Use of the streets for such pur has
always proved disastrous to individual lib-
erty In the long run, whatever feeling bene-
fits may have appeared to have been achieved.
And minority groups, I venture to suggest,
are the ones who always have suffered and
always will suffer most when street multi-
tudes are allowed to substitute their
pressures for the less glamorous but more
dependable and temperate processes of the
law.

Experience demonstrates that it is not a
fair step from what to many seems the ear-
nest, honest, patriotic, kind-spirited multi-
tude of today to the fanatiecal, threatening,
lawless mob of tomorrow. And the crowds
that press in the streets for noble goals to-
day can be supplanted tomorrow by street
mobs pressuring the courts for precisely op-
posite ends.

The situation has deteriorated con-
siderably since the Civil Rights Act was
passed and since Justice Black wrote that
dissertation. So much has been taken
to the streets in Selma and to the Selma-
Montgomery highway that the original
objective, whatever it may have been, has
been fragmented into new issues of prov-
ocation and agitation.

About the only thing clear at this stage
is that the street performers have shown
emphatically they prefer the streets—
with TV cameras, et cetera—to courts.
Further, the performers smugly demon-
strate that they consider themselves
either privileged to interpret the law or
above the law.

U.S. Judge Frank Johnson at Mont-
gomery issued an order restraining King
and his associates from marching on the
highway from Selma to Montgomery
until there was a “judicial determination
of the matters involved.” President
Johnson at Washington urged all con-
cerned “to approach this tense situation
with calmness, reasonableness and re-
spect for law and order.”

King said Judge Johnson’s order was
“an unjust injunction” and marched
anyway, blandly admitting he had de-
fied a Federal court. As for President
Johnson, King said that the President
had no right to ask him and his demon-
strators to halt their planned march and,
in effect, was intruding by asking him
to respect law and order.

This should be no surprise. For many
weary months King has been saying
there’s nothing wrong in breaking laws
that he considers unjust and this state-
ment has invariably been accompanied
by threats of even broader civil disobedi-
ence. For a long, long time he has been
advising Negroes they have a divine right
to break laws until they have a hand in
making laws and, further, that they have
the white man on the run and should
keep him in that state of exercise.

Nothing of good and permanence ever
came from brash and hurried action.
Ancient Chinese wisdom says to this
point:

It is not a wise man who climbs a slender
tree In hurricane season to see which way
the wind is blowing.
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It is also not wise to attempt to pre-
vent action until the cause of such ac-
tion is determined.

I address myself to the racial situation
that erupted in Selma, Ala. recent-
ly. It is my hope that my colleagues
will carefully consider the vents in that
strife torn city so that they can de-
termine for themselves the true cause of
the trouble there.

The pretense of the whole ugly, sense-
less affair is that the Negro in Dallas
County is not being allowed to register
and vote. Yet, for those who care to
examine the record, the facts are to the
contrary. Dallas County was register-
ing Negroes and whites alike under the
watehful eye of a Federal court; and,
it is important to note that the court
was fully satisfied with the rate and
method of registration.

In fact, recently, Gov. George Wallace
opened the registration places for an ad-
ditional 10 days specifically to give the
Negro every opportunity to register.
But, Mr. Speaker, I would like for you
and my fellow Members of the House to
weigh carefully the fact: only 26 Negro
citizens showed up at the registration
booths ready and willing to apply for
voting rights.

With this as a background, it is easy
to see how ridiculous the events of past
weeks are in Selma. Truly, I am sorry
that human beings had to be policed into
obedience—and I am deeply, deeply
grieved that a fine Christian man of God
should end his virile ministry in such a
sordid way. But the grief, tragedy, re-
grets, remorse, and sorrow do not take
one iota from the constitutional respon-
sibility that all citizens must be equally
protected against infringements on their
basic freedoms and rights. In correcting
the injustice to one man, we must not
unwittingly deprive others of their rights.

Police action was directed at making
Alabama highways safe for all people,
Negro and white. It was not, as some
have irresponsibly suggested, to deprive
anyone of the rights of freedom of as-
sembly and redress of grievances.

Now, the result of all this misunder-
standing, as the prophets of the Old Tes-
tament warn us, is leading to more mis-
understanding. The President is press-
ing the Congress to pass a bill with the
same emotional fervor that the South
has been accused of using in the preser-
vation of its integrity.

No matter how good the intentions of
the Chief Executive are, he is asking us
to “climb a slender free in hurricane
season to see which way the wind is
blowing.” He is asking the Congress to
act out of impatience, petulance, and
peevishness.

This may be an accepted manner for
recommendations to come to Congress,
but it is no way for them to be handled
once they are here.

Let me ask you to approach this serious
maftter of depriving the States of a right
so clearly given them in the Constitution
with an air of calm and deliberation, and
to ponder the long range effects of this
attempt at unlawful seizure of power.

Place this matter in proper perspective
and give it the right frame of reference;
otherwise, we will be as a man looking
out to see a scuffle in front of his door,
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not knowing if he is witnessing a street
ficht or an insurrection of mass
proportions.

The leaders of the so-called civil rights
movement should be examined closely
and their real motives carefully scruti-
nized. We must remember that the
noted liberal columnist Joseph Alsop
said in his April 15 message in the Wash-
ington Post last year:

An unhappy secret is worrying official
Washington. The secret is that despite the
American Communist Party's feebleness and
disarray, its agents are beginning to infil-
trate certain sectors of the Negro civil rights
movement.

This is not to say that all of the Negro’'s
apparent social unrest is due to Commu-
nists in their midst; but it is of upper-
most importance to note that whatever
the symptom of the disease, the Negro’s
use of Communist tactics of fear, mob
action, and general chaos are prevalent.

Should the Communist Party come
from hiding and use the same methods in
their own name, they would not get fto
the proverbial “first base.” Why then do
we neglect our sanity in the case of the
Negro movement?

To alert my colleagues to this threat,
once more I am, with the permission of
the House, including background ma-
terial on leaders closely associated with
the so-called rights movement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Tuckl.

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from Alabama yielding to
me. I want to associate myself with the
sentiments which he expressed. While
I am unacquainted with the situation in
Selma, Ala., except for what I have read
in the newspapers, I have the honor to
represent the Fifth District of Virginia,
in which is located the city of Danville.
That same horde descended upon us
some years ago.

Mr. Speaker, it is the right of every
qualified citizen to vote in America. I
as one uphold that right. Although it
was alleged that the Commonwealth of
Virginia is one of the States to be inter-
dicted, if there has been any discrimina-
tion in recent years against minority
races with respect to their voting rights
in Virginia, I have no knowledge of it.
I deny vigorously any such statements
that would reflect discredit upon the
good people of our proud Commonwealth.

I have served in public life in Virginia
possibly longer than any other, except
maybe one or two citizens of the country.

I served in the Senate and House of
Delegates of Virginia for approximately
18 years. I was elected to serve for 4
years as Lieutenant Governor of the
State of Virginia. I was elected to serve
4 years as Governor. I know our people.
I know the registrars and I know the
election judges and I know the officials
of the State of Virginia, and I know it
is not in the hearts and minds of the
people of Virginia to deny the constitu-
tional rights of any citizen.

I would remind our detractors and
others who would inveigh against the
good people of our Commonwealth that
our Constitution of the United States
was practically born on the soil of Vir-
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ginia. Omne of our citizens, James Mason,
is known as the father of the Constitu-
tion.

The first 10 amendments to the Con-
stitution were bodily lifted from that
great instrumentality of freedom penned
by that great Virginian, George Mason,
known as the Virginia Bill of Rights.

I deprecate the fact that any respon-
sible source would make such a reflection
upon the people of our Commonwealth
when I believe we hold a record that is
equal to if not superior to that of any
other State in the American Union.

On yesterday I received a telegram
from the Honorable W. C. “Dan” Daniel,
past national commander of the Ameri-
can Legion, who lives in Danville, Va.
He is presently a distinguished member
of the House of Delegates of Virginia.
In this telegram Mr. Daniel informs me
that some years ago he and a colored man
by the name of Dr. L. C. Downing, a re-
spectable citizen from the city of Roa-
noke, serving as a subcommittee of a Citi-
zens' Committee on Fair Voting in Vir-
ginia, went all over the State and made
press announcements of their meetings
to determine whether or not there was
any discrimination within our Common-
wealth with reference to voting. They
found no evidence. Not one single man,
white or black, turned up to cast any
reflections along these lines.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to include as part of my remarks the tele-
gram from Mr. Daniel.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The telegram is as follows:

DANVILLE, VA.,
March 16, 1965.
Hon. Wu. M, TUCK,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I should like to express the view that
Virginia does not deny the right of franchise
to any citizen who meets the minimum voter
requirements of the Commonwealth which
are among the least restrictive of all the
States of the Union. In 1958 Dr. L. C. Down-
ing, a prominent Negro citizen of Roanoke,
and I were appointed by the full Virginia
Civil Rights Advisory Committee to under-
take a study of voting conditions in Virginia.
Although statements were made in the pub-
lic press that the purpose of our inquiry was
to determine if any discrimination existed,
not one single person came forth to register
a valid complaint. We searched in vain for
unfavorable evidence. There simply was
none. I was therefore surprised to hear that
Virginia was mentioned in connection with
proposed voter legislation.

W. C. “DaN" DANIEL,

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Spesker, it is
resented bitterly by me and all oth-
er right-thinking Virginians that we
would be so maligned and so demeaned
and so denigrated by people who them-
selves are not worthy of and are not en-
titled to respect. I refuse on my part
to allow this wild, headlong scamper of
pilgrims to frighten me into precipitous
and unwarranted action that will de-
prive the States and the localities of the
time honored power to determine the
qualifications of the voters.

I rebuke these lawless agitators and
I disdain and hold them up to the just
scorn to which they are entitled.
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They would strike terror into the
hearts of the people of this country and
in the minds of officials and citizens and
thus intimidate and coerce the Congress
into enacting laws that would amount to
vielding to their dictation.

I decline to join in the repetition of
the senseless slogans and songs, and
churlish chants of these irresponsible
and irreconcilable harpies who threaten
the peace and tranquillity if not indeed
the security and safety of the people of
this Nation.

The proposals advanced, as I under-
stand them, constitute a deviation and
departure from regular election pro-
cedures as old and well established as
the Constitution of the United States
itself.

They would bring the country to a
complete surrender to this unworthy
horde who have descended on various
parts of the country for the purpose of
fomenting strife and discord, and whose
plain and ultimate objective is to de-
stroy the form of government which we
have enjoyed in this country for hun-
dreds of years. The demands of these
incendiaries are insatiable—next it will
be the walk-ins, the wait-ins and the
buried-ins.

From the description of the bills which
have been sent to us, it would appear that
if you are a Negro you have the right to
vote and that all other standards of
eligibility amount to nothing and are
struck down.

Under these proposals it would appear
to be the policy of the Federal Govern-
ment to send proconsuls and inspectors
into the various precincts of certain
States to require citizens not only to reg-
ister but also to vote whether they desire
to do so or not.

I might remind these impractical-
minded humanitarians that in Russia
they have universal suffrage. We saw
the picture of Mr. Khrushchev, who was
virtually a prisoner, as he came out to
vote the other day. Freedom is lost in
that country. It has toppled over into
the abyss of lost liberty.

It is a significant fact, Mr. Speaker,
that the theme song, “We Shall Over-
come,” of these unholy caravans who in-
vade the land is, according to the Library
of Congress—and I checked with the Li-
brary this morning—ecredited to four in-
dividuals, two of whom are of question-
able character and one of whom was in-
dicted and convicted for contempt of the
U.8. Congress for refusing to answer the
questions of the late Honorable Francis
E. Walter, of Pennsylvania, relating to
his membership in the Communist
Party. At that time, Chairman Walter
and the members of that committee made
known to him that they had in their
files and before them the undisputed
sworn testimony of an individual to the
effect that this man, who was the author
of that song, was a Communist.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my friend for that
statement. I say to the Members of this
House that if as a matter of fact that
the author of the song, “We Shall Over-
come” was a Communist, it is high
time for a committee of this Congress to
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investigate what they intend to over-
come. We may find that instead of try-
ing to overcome something they want
to overthrow something.

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GEORGE W, ANDREWS. I yield
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
SELDEN].

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include extraneous
madtter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. SELDEN., Mr. Speaker, despite
what the people of this country may
have gathered from the newspaper
headlines and despite what may have
been said on the floor of the House dur-
ing the past few weeks, I can assure you
that the vast majority of Alabamians,
just as all other Americans, oppose vio-
lence in any form. It is extremely re-
grettable, therefore, that recent demon-
strations in Selma and Marion, Ala.,
have resulted in the death of two per-
sons. Yet, as we all are aware from
daily reports in our Nation’s newspapers,
persons who commit violence are not
confined to Alabama but live both north
and south of the Mason-Dixon line. -

While it is the responsibility of the
press to report the news as they see it,
unfortunately, there have been many
distortions of the facts by the news
media concerning events that have
transpired in Alabama in recent weeks.
Let me give you a glaring example that
took place in the congressional district
that I have the privilege to represent.
The Nation was told by UPI, as well as
by some nationwide TV and radio net-
works, that a Negro man, who had been
shot in Marion, Ala., was refused treat-
ment at a white hospital in Perry County.
Investigation has shown that the two
white physicians, who attended the in-
jured Negro at the Perry County Hos-
pital, rushed him to Selma because the
hospital at Marion did not have a blood
bank and the patient had to have blood
in order to undergo surgery. The phy-
sicians had the choice of attempting to
type his blood, find a donor, and admin-
ister it—all with a substitute technician
on duty due to the regular technician
being out of the county—or send him to
Selma, a short distance away where
ample blood was available. The physi-
cians administered sedatives and de-
cided it was in the best interest of the
patient to send him to Selma since they
felt this would facilitate an operation.

However, the same Perry County Hos-
pital treated and admitted as patients
three other Negro youths injured in the
march. In fact, Jackson, the Negro who
was shot, was a former employee of the
Perry County Hospital which was ac-
cused of refusing him treatment.

Reports of the shooting and the al-
leged refusal of a white hospital to give
treatment to an injured Negro drew na-
tional headlines. The UPI has stated
that it corrected this error and repudi-
ated the former dispatch. Nevertheless,
the correction did not receive the same
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front-page coverage coast to coast as the
original story, and today there still are
millions of people in America who have
the mistaken impression that the Perry
County Hospital in Marion, Ala., refused
to treat a Negro who subsequently died.

The unfairness of the press regarding
the situation in Marion is well expressed
by the following paragraph from an edi-
torial, entitled “A Free Press Is Not Free
From Responsibility,” which appeared in
a recent issue of the Greensboro, Ala.,
Watchman:

Freedom of the press means merely the
guaranteed right to express ourselves. It
does not mean a governmental license for a
few self-appointed people, often incompe-
tent, to distort and to misrepresent; to sub-
vert the truth or to indulge in unwarranted
exaggerations for the purpose of increasing
advertising revenue. Certainly the public
has the right to know, but before our news
media can convey the facts to the public,
they have got to learn for themselves. When
the press association, the radio people, and
the television people shot off those bitter
telegrams to Governor Wallace, complaining
about Marion, they didn't have the foggiest
idea of what had really gone on in Marion.
They were misinformed, ill informed, or un-
informed, we don't know which, but we do
know that if this is the best which our news
media can offer us, we need some drastic
changes—and most of all we need some ma-
ture people who will quit squalling about
their rights, and begin to study more soberly
their responsibilities,

While playing up in glaring headlines
the few incidents of violence that have
taken place in Alabama, large segments
of the news media have played down or
largely ignored the fact that, in many
instances, those who have demonstrated
in Alabama have done so in violation of
local statutes. Almost every city has
statutes governing parades and demon-
strations. Needless to say, no large
group would be allowed to march in
New York or Chicago or San Francisco
without first complying with the local
statutes of those cities. Similar statutes
are in effect in Selma, Marion, Mont-
gomery, and other cities of Alabama.
Yet, these local laws are often ignored
or disregarded by demonstrators who
have publicly stated that only they will
decide which manmade laws they will
obey.

The news media in a number of in-
stances also has either played down or
ignored the fact that so-called peaceful
demonstrators are not always peaceful.
On a number of occasions “peaceful
demonstrators” have attacked law en-
forcement officers in Alabama with
bricks, bottles, and even knives.

Mr. Speaker, the demonstrations that
are taking place in Alabama today are
not, as the press would have you be-
lieve, a “right to vote drive.” Rather
they are an “antiliteracy” campaign
being waged simultaneously with efforts
of the U.S. Department of Justice to
abolish literacy as a requirement in Ala-
bama through the Federal courts. Mar-
tin Luther King’s announcement that he
would see to it that literacy tests were
abolished for voting came at almost the
same time the Justice Department filed
suit against the State of Alabama.

Those who would abolish literacy as a
requirement for voting attempt to use as
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their propaganda various contentions
that the literacy requirement is presently
being used in a discriminatory manner in
the South. However, the Department of
Justice itself has been able to find
evidence in this connection in only 11 out
of 67 counties in Alabama, and it has not
yet proven its case in 2 of these coun-
ties. Furthermore, not a single board
of registrars has been accused of any
diseriminatory practice of any kind since
they were appointed in October 1963. All
court action since that time has been
based on acts that took place before the
present boards were appointed. In ad-
dition to this, the Department of Justice
has not found any discriminatory use of
the new voter registration tests that were
put into use in February 1964. Even the
suit now pending against the State of
Alabama does not charge any discrimi-
natory use of these tests as between white
and colored applicants.

The legitimate requirement of literacy
as a test for voting has long been upheld
by the Federal courts. A constitutional
amendment was required to remove the
poll tax as a requirement for voting in
certain elections. Certainly, abolition
of literacy tests as a requirement for vot-
ing in Alabama and in other States can-
not be done constitutionally by any other
method. Should Congress, with the sup-
port of the courts, succeed in so doing
by a simple act of Congress, then is there
any reason for Congress not to abolish
primaries in favor of nomination by some
national party group of those who would
be candidates for governor, legislators,
judges, or even sheriffs? In fact, why
could not Congress abolish elections al-
together and thus sound the death knell
of democracy itself?

Let us hope, Mr. Speaker, that the
Congress will take a careful look at the
bill being presented by the President and
will not be stampeded into passing this
hastily conceived legislation. In the
meantime, Mr. Speaker, those in posi-
tions of authority and responsibility
should urge those who have journeyed
to Alabama to demonstrate to return to
their homes. Further demonstrations
and agitation can only inflame an al-
ready tense and dangerous situation.

The following article from the March
15 issue of the New York Herald Tribune
graphically illustrates the fact that those
who are presently in Alabama for the
purpose of participating in racial demon-
strations might find there are inequities
in their own States which could occupy
profitably most of their time and efforts.

First, Look 1O YOoUR OWN
(By Jimmy Breslin)

Yesterday in New York City everybody was
wringing his hands over the town of Selma,
which is in Alabama. In the morning the
clergymen stood in pulpits and preached of
the injustice of Selma, and the people sat in
the pews and nodded their heads. And at
home in the afternoon there was Governor
Wallace, of Alabama, on television. And
there were the newspapers with stories all
through them. And all day people in New
York City talked of Selma, which is in
Alabama,

And in Ozone Park, which is in Queens, in
New York City, right out by the racetrack,
Andrew Mormile, 17, did not go to church
with his girl friend the way he always did be-
cause on Friday night two colored kids had
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stabbed him in the head four times; stabbed
him with mental institution force, the 6-inch
blade going right into the bone of his skull;
stabbed him 4 times in the first car of a
lighted subway train that was taking him
home. And yesterday, the day Mormile did
not make church, was overcast and a little
damp with rain somewhere in the air and the
temperature was only 47, but it will be warm-
er than that very soon now because we are in
the middle of March and April comes very
quickly. Then the days start sliding into
each other and we will be in June and July
with the streets of Harlem and Bedford-
Stuyvesant crowded with kids doing noth-
ing in the hot nights and then the worry
will be New York City; and Selma, which is
in Alabama, will be a small-time memory.

NO IMPROVEMENT

But right now, Selma is an easier place to
see, People like Harry Van Arsdale are taken
with Selma. He is the big labor leader here
in New York and he is down in Selma living
with a Negro family. He flew there because
he felt labor from this city should be repre-
sented there at this time. Van Arsdale is in
Selma, and since last summer the trade un-
ions in New York have done almost nothing
to make a place for colored apprentice work=-
ers so that a race of people living in this city
can have words like hope and incentive
going for them.

Livingston Wingate speaks out against
Selma, too. He is the director of HAR-
YOU-ACT, a program which is government
and city supported and 1s designed to take
kids off the streets in Harlem and Bedford-
Btuyvesant and train them for jobs they
can handle. Here in the middle of March,
the program consists of taking in funds and,
much paperwork and handshakes and talk.
And the streets will be clogged on summer
nights and yesterday in Harlem the people
marched in protest because along with
everybody else they could see Selma so much
easler than Harlem.

So look at Selma, and let New York sit.
Let it sit with its millions of dollars going
into a World's Fair and lights outlining a new
bridge and an expressway being planned and
the colored living just as they were living
at this time last year, with rat bites on
the faces of the children and the older ones
walking out of schools which they couldn’t
handle and which couldn’t handle them,

out onto streets filled with dope and
home relief and jobs for delivery boys.

BREEDING GROUNDS

Focus on Selma, and let New York stay
as it 1s and we'll have colored guys with
knives running through subway trains for-
ever and there always will be a wake for an
Andrew Mormile. Didn’t we have one right
around this time last year? Sure we did.
Frank Milano, his name was. He got a
knife in the stomach on the IRT. And we'll
have more.

We’ll have wakes forever. Why shouldn’t
we? We have the finest breeding ground
for murder there is. A Harlem rooftop 1s
the Blue Grass country of crime. A white
kid in this city can go out and get into all
the trouble he wants to. But because he’s
white, a lot of times he has to get away
from some annoying Iinfluence for good.
But the colored kid who wants to get in
trouble has it made. We have everything
set up for him. To begin with, the minute
a kid is born colored the price is 12-1 against
him and it goes up every day after that.
He has plenty of filth, no hope, and the
rooftops all around him. And these kids
who sit on them just don't go after white
people, either. Don’t restrict them. They
do a pretty good job on everybody.

The other day we happened to leok into
a courtroom downtown and here were four
of them, sullen, sitting at the defense table,
glaring at an old dark woman who was on
the witness stand. The woman was tooth-
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less and broken by her years. The four had
grabbed her and pulled her onto a rooftop
and made jokes about her while they raped
her. What did they care? Age, shape, life,
fear, it means nothing on a Harlem rooftop.

But the interest today is in Selma. And
the summer is close and n New York only
the police are prepared for it.

It always works like this. The politicians
do nothing. Mayor Wagner was in St.
Petersburg over the weekend watching the
Mets. Tonight, he addresses a mass rally
to protest Soviet discrimination against the
Jews. That's at 8:30 p.m,, in the auditorium
of Van Buren High School, 280th Street and
Hillside Avenue, Queens.

POWDER KEG

And in the summer, a cop, with a wife
and three children sitting home, is going
to have to go out into the streets with
a gun in his hand and put order into a
town that has been set up for violence by
a winter in which those in charge, white
and Negro, did nothing.

Maybe they all forget last summer. Maybe
they forget what it was like in this town
at 9:30 pm. on a hot Sunday night when
the officer in charge on Seventh Avenue and
120th Street turned around after a bullet
from a zip gun hit the pavement néar him
and he called two cops out of the line, his
two good shooters, and they came up to
the sidewalk and leaned on a glass outdoor
telephone booth and almed their guns at
a window high up on the red brick project
and their feet scraped against the sidewalk
while they set themselves to shoot at a head
if it showed in the window. And behind
them, crouched behind the cars, or standing
and firing over the peoples’ heads, the other
cops showed worry and everybody was pray-
ing that these two by the phone booth did
not get anybody with their guns because
right at that moment one bullet in some-
body’s body, either way, cop or Negro, would
have turned this city into something which
never has been seen. And everybody who
was there knew it and never has forgotten it.

Now it s 8 months later and nothing has
been done and it becomes a duty to look to
Selma, which is in Alabama. The struggle
there is for the right to vote. It is the wrong
place for anybody here to look. The place
to look is on 120th Street, which is in New
York.

Mr. Speaker, I commend my colleague
from Alabama [Mr. Anprews] for taking
this time to call to the attention of the
American people some of the facts in
connection with the situation that is
presently taking place in Alabama.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague from Ala-
bama, and at this time I yield to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, the President has demanded of this
Congress that we pass without delay,
with limited debate and with no changes,
his bill which he says is to guarantee
the rights of 'all Americans to vote.
Whether it is admitted or not, the Presi-
dent is acting under pressure of mob ac-
tion, street demonstrations, riots, and de-
fiance of law and order with threats of
greater upheaval unless all demands of
the instigators of the riots are met. And
the President is demanding that Con-
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gress join in legislating under such mass
hysteria.

I say this is wrong. We will not solve
whatever injustice exists in discriminat-
ing against Negroes in their right to vote,
and I do not deny there have been abuses,
by passing hastily drawn or ill-conceived
legislation. I shall show you in a mo-
ment that the voting picture in Alabama
has been greatly distorted. The facts
prove that the demonstrations have not
been staged to get voting rights for the
Negroes, but for a far larger purpose.

I know it is unpopular to point out
the Communist influences working with-
in the civil rights movement. The Presi-
dent admitted to me that he knew this
was true, but said you cannot keep them
out. I donot charge that the whole civil
rights movement is Communist inspired,
but I do think the American people have
a right to know the primary allegiance
of some of the leaders of the movement.

A month ago I put into the REcorp a
list of the questionable connections of
Rev. C. T. Vivian. None of the charges
have been denied, but I have been told
this is not the matter in question. I
say it is an important part of the matter
in question if certain leaders of the
civil rights movement, the instigators of
street demonstrations, White House and
Capitol Building sit-ins owe allegiance
to h; foreign power or a foreign philoso-
phy.

I have here a copy of a speech made
by John Lewis, chairman of the Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee and
prominent in the Selma and Montgomery
demonstrations. Is Mr. Lewis interested
in the voting rights of Negroes? Allow
me to quote from his speech delivered to
a staff meeting of SNCC in February
1965. This is his current thinking and
his reason, by his own words, of the dem-
onstrations in Selma and Montgomery.

Mr. Lewis says in part, and I shall in-
clude his entire speech as a part of my
remarks so that I will not be accused of
taking his remarks out of context. But
I point out this significant passage:

I am convinced more than ever before that
the social, economic and political destiny of
the black people of America is inseparable
from that of our black brothers in Africa.

It matters not whether it is in Angola,
Mozambique, South-West Africa or Missis-
sippl, Alabama, Georgia, Harlem, United
States of America. The struggle is one of the
same. Call it what You may—ra,clal Begrega-
tion, social, economic, and political exploita-
tion, or what the freedom fighters of South
Africa are demanding an end to—imperialism
and colonialism. It is a struggle against a
vicious and evil system that is controlled and
kept in order for and by a few white men
throughout the world.

We are struggling against the same powers.
We must, must question the U.S. interven-
tion in the Congo. We in SNCC must in
good conscience ask of the U.S. Govern-
ment whether it stands with struggling free-
dom fighters of South Africa, or with the
U.8. supported oppressive government.

Mr. Speaker, those words of John Lewis
are exactly the same charges being lev-
eled against the United States by the
Soviet Union and every Communist con-
trolled satellite in the world. Do you be-
lieve with the SNCC leader that the U.S.
Government is exploiting the American
Negroes in imperialism and colonialism?
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Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent,
I include the entire speech of John Lewis
in the REcorp at this point:

STATEMENT BY JOHN LEWIs, CHAIRMAN, STAFF
MEETING, FEBRUARY 1965, SELMA, ALA.

With a deep sense of humility I speak to
you today in an attempt to share with you
some of my feelings and thoughts on SNCC
and the civil rights struggle. I have no words
of wisdom, nor have I been dreaming great
dreams. From the outset I am aware of the
fact that we are at a crucial juncture in the
history of the Student Nonviolent Coordi-
nating Committee. The situation demands
clarity, firmness, and certainty, as well as an
unmatched capacity for planning and fore-
sight.

On my arrival in Atlanta after having been
out of the country for 2 months, I was thor-
oughly informed about the questions and
issues that were raised at both the stafl meet-
ing and the staff retreat. I have read the
positions papers, the minutes, and have
talked with many members of the staff with
great interest concerning the nature of your
deliberation in Atlanta in Bay St. Louls.

I only regret that I was unable to take part
in the many sessions of serious discussion
and thinking. Fortunately or unfortunately
I was in Africa on what I like to call a mis-
sion of learning, or an attempt to cement the
relations between the liberation movement
of Africa and the civil rights struggle in this
country. I am convinced more than ever be-
fore that the soclal, economic, and political
destiny of the black people of America is in-
separable from that of our black brothers in
Africa,

It matters not whether it is in Angola,
Mozambique, South-West Africa, or Missis-
sippl, Alabama, Georgia, Harlem, United
States of America. The struggle is one of the
same. Call it what you may—raclal segrega-
tion, social, economic, and political exploita-
tion, or what the freedom fighters of South
Africa are demanding an end to—imperialism
and coloniallsm. Tt is a struggle against a
vicious and evil system that is controlled and
kept in order for many by a few white men
throughout the world.

We are struggling against the same pow-
ers. We must, must question the U.S. inter-
vention in the Congo. We in SNCC must in
good consclence ask of the U.S. Government
whether it stands with struggling freedom
fighters of South Africa, or with the US.-
supported oppressive government.

The cry in the dependent countries of
Africa is still “one man, one vote.” It is a
cry for freedom, liberation, and independ-
ence. It is a cry of people to have some con-
trol over their political destiny. The cry
of SBNCC 1s essentially the same, for it Is a
cry to liberate the oppressed and politically
denied black people of this country. I think
we all recognize the fact that if any radical,
social, economic, and political changes are to
take place in our soclety, the masses must
be organized to bring them about. We must
continue to inject something new and cre-
ative into the very vein of our society. We
must continue to raise certain gquestions
and certain problems that we can neither
answer nor solve, but must dramatize them
in such a way that they would force the Gov-
ernment to address itself to the demands and
basic needs of all people.

I have noticed the constant use by the
staff of words *it seems to me.” These words
are extremely significant. For our job in
Mississippi, Alabama, and the Deep South
is to get people to say “it seems to me,” to
get people to express their ideas, their opin-
ions. One of the bases for the freedom
school is that the students say “It seems
to me.”

Those of us In SNCC are only playing

. roles on the American scene, for we are here
today and gone tomorrow. SNCC is one of
many forces at work in our society for cer-
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taln basic change. There is something

unique about SNCC which sets us apart from

other organizations and groups or at least
we tend to think that way. In a real sense
I would like to conslder SNCC as a spark to
begin the flame of basie, soclal, economic,
and political changes. SNCC is the shot
in the arm of a sick soclety. We are the
birth pains of the body politic. We have
made summer projects respectable; we have
made freedom registration acceptable. We
have even made the idea of “one man, one
vote" respectable; just look around at some
of the other civil rights groups.

Our job is to help educate, help prepare
people for political action. Our job is to
organize the unorganized into a vital force
for radical, social, economic, and political
change. Our job is to create what I like to
call pockets of power and influence, where
the people can say “this is what I want and
need.” Our primary concern must be the
liberation of black people. At the same time
knowing that there are many white people
in this country who are victims of the vells
of the economic and political system. Black
people feel these evils more for we are
not only economically exploited and politi-
cally denled but we are also dehumanized by
the viclous system of segregation and racial
discrimination. So our work must continue
to be in the black communities, in the rural
areas, the farms and hamlets of the slums
and ghettos of the cities.

Too many of us are too busy telling white
people that we are now ready to be inte-
grated into their society. When we make
appeals for active, moral, and financial sup-
port they have been geared toward the white
community and for the most part not at all
toward the black community. This is true of
all the major civil rights organizations in-
cluding SNCC. We must dig deep into the
black centers of power throughout this Na-
tion not just for financial reasons but as a
base of political support. I am convinced
that this country is a racist country. The
majority of the population is white and most
whites still hold to a master-slave mentality.

Father Thomas Merton raises this question
in his book “Seeds of Destruction.” Is it
possible for Negroes and whites in this coun-
try to engage in a certain political experi-
ment such as the world has never yet wit-
nessed and in which the first condition
would be that whites consented to let Negroes
run their own revolution, giving them the
necessary support, and belng alarmed at
some of the sacrifices and difficultles that
this would involve?

We have reached a crucial moment in
American history and the history of the
world, For the word revolution is becoming
common. In 1960 with the git-in revolution
movement, the freedom ride in 1961, and the
other events through the spring of 1963, the
word “revolution” was at first accented with
tolerance, and as a pleasantly vivid figure of
speech. With the Negro masses demanding
jobs, Southern Negroes demanding the vote,
with the Democratic conventlon challenge
and now the congressional challenge by the
Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party, the
word revolution is becoming a bad word, with
more and more disapproval, because it comes
too near the truth. Why? What is a social
or political revolution?

What does it mean to say that a people
struggling for civil rights amounts to a revo-
lution? Much as it may anger some diehard
whites, the fact that a Negro sits down next
to a white woman at a lunch counter and
orders a coke and a hamburger is still short
of revolution. When the Negroes in Lowndes
County, Ala., where there are 12,000 Negroes
and 3,000 whites, and not a single Negro is
registered, get the vote and actually manage
and cast their vote on election day without
getting shot; this is still not revolution,
though there may be something radically
new about 1t. The real question still is who

5303

will they vote for: Governor Wallace, “Bull”
Connor or Jim Clark?

Southern politicians are much more aware
of the revolutionary nature of the situation
than are the good liberals in the North, who
believe that somehow Negroes (North and
South) will gradually and quietly “fit in" to
the white soclety, exactly as it is, with its
power structure, its afluent economy, its
political machine and the values of its mid-
dle class suburban folkways. White America
as a whole seems to think that when Negroes
of the South begin to use the vote, they
will be content with the same candidates
who were up the last year and the year be-
fore. As a matter of fact, Southern politi-
cians realize very well that when the Negroes
turn out in full force to vote, and thereby
establish themselves as a factor to be reck-
oned with in Southern politics, the political
machines of the past are going to collapse
in a cloud of death. There are enough black
people in the South to make any free elec-
tion death for the status quo.

I think past history will testify to the fact
that white liberals and the so-called affluent
Negro leader will not support all of our de-
mands. They will be forced to support all
of our demands. They will be forced to sup-
port some of them in order to maintain an
image of themselves as Iiberal. But we
must also recognize that their material com-
forts and congenial relations with the estab-
lishment is of much more importance to them
than their concern for an oppressed people.
And they will sell us down the river for the
hundredth time in order to protect them-
selves. We all saw this in Atlantic City.
For this reason, as well as to support their
own self-esteem, white liberals are very
anxious to get closer to what they call
“seat of power” or to have a position of
leadership and control in the black revolu-
tion, in order to apply the brakes when they
feel it is necessary. Why was the United
Civil Rights Leadership Council organized
during the summer of 1963? Because a
segment of white America felt that the revo-
lution was getting out of hand, and by
raising money and promising some big
money, they could control the movement,
There have been other situations where an
attempt has been made to remove the rev-
olutionary sting from the movement. The
civil rights revolution is a manifestation of
a deep disorder that is eating away the inner
substance of our society. Thoreau sald “If
a man does not keep pace with his com-
panion, perhaps it is because he hears a dif-
ferent drummer. Let him step to the music
he hears, however measured or far away.”
As Villlam Melvin Kelly makes it clear in his
first novel, “A Different Drummer,” the Negro
hears a drummer with a totally different
beat, one which the white man is not yet
capable of understanding, It is a must for
the black people to make themselves visible
in order for white America to pay attention.
Even white staff members must recognize
the fact that we are caught up with a sense
of destiny with the vast majority of colored
people all over the world who are becoming
conscious of their power and the role they
must play in the world.

If the movement and SNCC are going to
be effective In attempting to liberate the
black masses, the civil rights movement must
be black controlled, dominated, and led. The
oppressed people, the common people, the
little people are the people who rise up.

In closing I make an apepal to all of us;
not just for SNCC's sake, but for the sake
of the total struggle and the people who are
depending upon us. I appeal to the silent
staff, the intellectuals, southerners and
northerners black and white, to move for-
ward in building a better, stronger, and more
effective organization with a sense of pur-
pose and direction.

Finally, lest I be accused of chauvinism,
we are what we are. We are not the Students
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for a Democratic Soclety. We are not the Sal-
vation Army. We are not American Friends
Bervice Committee, We are an organization,
yet a movement of people with different
backgrounds, ideas, hopes, aspirations, work-
ing for a just and open society. We are the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee.

Mr. Speaker, is John Lewis alone in ad-
vocating action far beyond securing the
voting rights of Negroes? I would like
to quote from an interpretive report
printed in the Washington Evening Star,
by Haynes Johnson, in an article, “What
Lies Beyond Selma?”

And already the Negro leaders are looking
beyond Selma to the next battlegrounds.

One of the Negroes, Rev. James Bevel,
outlined some of the goals the other night
when he spoke at Brown’s Memorial Chapel,
center of the nonviolent movement.

His words can be taken as part of the over-
all strategy now being discussed. “I want to
say this in terms of what's possible,” Mr.
Bevel sald. “We've been discussing the pos-
sibilities of the nonviclent movement. I
don’'t know if we understand this.”

He referred to “next year when Dr. King
goes to the battlefield in Vietnam.” And he
talked of activity in Africa, China, and Rus-
sia. But the main thrust will remain in the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include
the entire article from the Washington
Evening Star at this point:

WHAT LiEs BEYOND SELMA?
(By Haynes Johnson)

SELMA, Ara—When Martin Luther Eing
reached the courthouse steps the sun was
beginning to set, the moon was rising over
the Alabama River, and the spirit of jubilee
was everywhere.

Rabbi Eugene Weiner of Hamilton, On-
tario, who had delivered the benediction at
the memorial services for James J. Reeb,
turned to Dr. King and said:

“Dr, King, have you ever seen anything
like this before?"

“Never before; never before,” Dr. Eing re-
plied slowly. ‘“Nothing like this enthusi-

They watched as more than 2,000 persons,
whites and Negroes, nuns and clergymen,
women and children, silently took thelr
places in the street before them.

IT’8 BEAUTIFUL

“Look at that crowd. They're still com-
ing,” a white priest murmured. "It's beau-
tiful, beautiful.”

“Walk, children, walk,” sald Rev. Fred
Shuttlesworth, Negro civil rights leader from
Birmingham.

Dr. King, the rabbi, the Greek archbishop,
the Negro and white Protestant ministers
and Walter P. Reuther, president of the
United Auto Workers, continued talking
quietly among themselves. They spoke of
the spirit of the ecumenical movement in-
spired by the late Pope John; of Malcolm X,
the slain Negro disciple of hatred, and of the
nonviolence movement.

Soon the wreath in memory of Reeb had
been placed at the door to the courthouse
and the marchers had returned to their
church.

END OF A PILGRIMAGE

For many of the clergymen it was the end
of a long pilgrimage.

For Dr. King and the Negro revolution, the
march ending the long street confrontation
was a victory. How long it will last, and how
permanent it will become is uncertain, for the
story of Selma is not over yet.

But it was the break for which nearly
everyone had been waiting.

There is scarcely a doubt remaining about
the eventual outcome here. The question
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now is: What next for Dr. King and his non-

. violent movement?

It seems clear that a fundamental change
has occurred in the nature of the civil rights
struggle in Ameriea.

The church—~Cathollc, Protestant and Jew-
ish—has irrevocably committed itself to the
battle.

Repeatedly throughout the dramatic events
of the past week in Selma, the clergymen
who have come here have been told they are
regarded as members of a nonviolent army—
an army which will fight again and again.

LOOKING AHEAD

And already, the Negro leaders are looking
beyond Selma to the next battlegrounds.

One of the Negroes, the Rev. James Bevel,
outlined some of the goals the other night
when he spoke at Browns Memorial Chapel,
center of the Selma nonviolent movement.

His words can be taken as part of the over-
all strategy now being discussed.

“I want to say this in terms of what's
possible,” Mr. Bevel sald. “We've been dis-
cussing the possibilities of the nonviolent
movement. I don't know if we understand
this."”

He referred to “mext year when Dr. King
goes to the battlefleld of Vietnam.” And he
talked of activity In Africa, China and Rus-
sia. But the main thrust will remain in the
United States.

POVERTY AND HARLEM

He specifically discussed such campalgns
as dealing with the question of inadequate
incomes in this country.

“People ask: Why do we want to walk to
Montgomery? The answer is, ‘We don’t have
money to go In cars”’ That's why,” he sald.

“Another thing we've got to deal with very
emphatically is Harlem. Now, there we're
going to have to be willing to have some suf-
fering to get rid of it.”

At another point he said: “So in the future,
we plan to move out in other directions.”

DEFINES TECHNIQUE

Then he gave a working definition of what
the nonviolent technique can accomplish,

“Now if nonviolence can contain Jim Clark,
it can do anything. If nonviolence can work
in Alabama, it can work In South Africa.

“Nonviolence says that when problems are
adequately raised in America, they can be
adequately dealt with. Nonviolence says
something else: When problems are ade-
quately raised in the world, they can be ade-
quately dealt with. It says something else:
Nonviolence works.”

So, in the future, there clearly will be other
tests and other Selmas—and they will not all
be in the South.

Now, Mr. Speaker, my time is limited,
and I will not dwell on these larger pur-
poses of the civil rights leaders. The
target of the moment is Selma and Ala-
bama, We have been told by the Presi-
dent that Negroes are denied the right to
vote in Alabama because of the color of
their skin. This is not a fact. Lest you
think that this charge is raised only by
southern Congressmen, I ecall your atten-
tion to an editorial in the Washington
Evening Star of last night, March 16.
The editorial points out:

At his press conference Saturday Mr. John-
son said every eligible citizen must have the

right to vote. There was no such reserva-
tion in his address to Congress.

The Star editorial points out the need
for some standard of qualification for
those seeking to register and further
points out: -

One reason for this is the presentatlon of
fiction as fact in some part of his address.
For instance, referring to the undeniable
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efforts in some areas of the South to keep
Negroes from voting, Mr. Johnson said: “The
fact is that the only way to pass these bar-
riers is to show a white skin.” The fact
is that this is not a fact—at least as far as
Alabama is concerned. Assuming that Gov-
ernor Wallace told the truth on Sunday,
and we have seen no denial of what he said,
there are some 115,000 Negroes registered in
his State. This represents more than 20
percent of all the votes cast in Alabama in
the 1960 presidential election.

Mr. Speaker, I place the entire Star
editorial in the Recorp at this point:

NEeGRO VOTING

Lyndon Baines Johnson was in good form
last night. His appeal to Congress for legis-
lation to insure the right of Negroes to vote
was a masterful mixture of rhetoric and
eloquence—the first half of it was perhaps
the bhest speech he has ever made. At some
points the speech was less than factual. But
the reaction of the legislators makes clear
beyond any doubt that a voting bill will be
passed.

The question which remains is: What kind
of bill? On this canvas the President painted
in broad strokes. At his press conference
Saturday Mr. Johnson said every eligible
citizen must have the right to vote. There
was no such reservation in his address to
Congress. Instead, he sald that the bill
which he will send up Wednesday will estab-
lish "a simple uniform standard which can~
not be used however ingenious the effort to
flout our Constitution.” And it will author=
ize the use of Federal registrars "if State
officials refuse to cooperate.” Louisiana's
Senator ELLENDER says that he will fillbuster
if need be to prevent the Federal Government
from fixing voting qualifications in the
States. This is not a reasonable attitude,
since it is clear that some federally estab-
lished qualifications will be necessary if qual-
ified Negroes are to be assured of the right
to vote. For our part, we prefer to reserve
judgment until what the President calls a
“simple uniform standard” becomes available
for scrutiny.

One reason for this is the presentation of
fietion as fact in some parts of his address,
For instance, referring to the undeniable
efforts in some areas of the Bouth to keep
Negroes from voting, Mr. Johnson said: “The
fact is that the only way to pass these barriers
is to show a white skin.” The fact is that
this is not a fact—at least as far as Alabama
is concerned. Assuming that Governor Wal-
lace told the truth on Sunday, and we have
seen no denial of what he said, there are
some 115,000 Negroes registered and eligible
to vote in his State. This represents more
than 20 percent of all the votes cast In Ala-
bama in the 1960 presidential election. So
we want to see what kind of voting standard
the President has in mind. Certainly a white
skin, of itself, should not qualify a man to
vote, But the same thing goes for a black
skin., The true test is whether an individual,
white or black, is qualified. The test should
be relatively simple and given without dis-
crimination. But the ability to walk through
the curtains into the voting booth is not
enough. It does not seem to us too much
to ask that all voters should pass a reason-
able, modest literacy test.

Taken as a whole, however, this was a very
persuasive address. Most of the facts of the
past 100 years are on the Presldent’s side.
And he sald one thing to his southern audi-
ence which appealed to us as being heavily
freighted with truth: “Those who ask you
to hold onto the past do so at the cost of
denying you your future.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, let us look at some
facts concerning voter registration in .
Alabama. Facts that contradict the
broad, general, but fine sounding state-
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ments read by the President in this
Chamber Monday evening.

The facts I present are the result of
painstaking investigation going back as
far as 1949. I refer you to the records
of the State sovereignty commission of
Alabama and commend in particular
Martha Witt Smith, registrar consultant
for the commission who has served on
the Madison County Board of Regis-
trars since 1949 and, in addition, on her
own time and at her own expense has
painstakingly investigated many of the
charges and the facts throughout the
State of Alabama.

The whole purpose, Mr. Speaker, of the
demonstrations and riots and the pur-
pose of the President’s bill is to abolish
literacy as a legitimate requirement for
voting,

What are the facts concerning the
President’s charge that the only way to
gain the right to vote in the South is to
show a white skin?

Statistics bear out that practically
every Negro called up for the draft in
Alabama fails to pass the mental test
if he has not gone higher than the eighth
grade. There are only 120,952 Negroes
in Alabama who have gone higher than
the eighth grade of the 25-year-old and
older group for which grade levels are
given in the U.S. census. Alabama now
has a total of 115,000 Negroes registered.
This would leave only 6,000 unaccounted
for and there are known to be more than
that disqualified from voting for convie-
tion of crime, a disqualification which
States may have, as clearly set forth in
the U.S. Constitution.

However, rejection rates for registra-
tion are not as high as for the draft in
Alabama among Negroes, even though
the draft deals with only young men
mostly 25 and under, whereas voter
registration deals with the older group
also

Many of the eighth grade level and
below, including persons with only fifth
grade education are passing the current
literarcy and citizenship tests. There are
only about 200,000 Negroes of voting age
who have gone higher than the sixth
grade. It is a conservative estimate that
20,000 of these are disqualified by convic-
tions and that half of those of seventh
and eighth grade level cannot pass any
form of literacy tests due to sociological
problems and simply losing their knowl-
edge between leaving school and reaching
voting age. This would mean then that
the State has 115,000 out of a real poten-
tial of 140,000 registered. This is a reg-
istered rate of 82 percent against the
Justice Department’s contention of less
than 20 percent, because the Department
counts as eligible even those Negroes who
cannot so much as write their names.

Under court order the literacy test
upon which these figures are based has
been made even simpler, its sole purpose
now being to ascertain if the applicant
has the simple ability to read and write.

These are facts, and I present them
here with the challenge to those who are
taking part in the lynching of my State
to refute them with facts. It is not
enough for the President of the United
States to stand before a nationwide tele-
vision and radio audience and make
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broad charges. He should present the
true facts of registration of Negroes in
Alabama, and with the same fervor and
sense of righteousness with which he
castigates our people and our legally
elected State officials.

It is not enough that leading clergy-
men march in Selma and urge the de-
fiance of law and order and disobedience
to Federal court orders. If they believe
in justice, if they sincerely desire to know
the truth and to impart the truth to the
members of their congregations and to
the American people, they should refute
these facts or admit they have been
wrong in their condemnation of the peo-
ple of Alabama.

Mr. Speaker, I want every qualified cit-
izen of Alabama to vote and I want every
qualified citizen of New York and New
Jersey and Michigan and California to
vote. If a new law is necessary to pre-
vent discrimination in application of
literacy tests, I am for it, and I will sup-
port it. But I will not help destroy the
Constitution of the United States with
its basic guarantee of freedom for all the
people, white and black. I will not be a
party to destroying the sovereignty of the
50 States and place in the hands of an
all-powerful Federal Government the
power to say who shall vote, or to control
all the other facets of State responsi-
bility and individual liberty which pas-
sage of the President’s bill will insure.

We will present an alternative to the
President’s proposal. An alternative
which will guarantee protection of the
right of every qualified citizen to vote,
but will also protect the rights of the
States to determine voter qualifications
as guaranteed by the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I say it is time Congress
assumed its responsibility for legislating.
We should pass whatever legislation is
needed in the field of voting rights with
calmness and in the atmosphere of rea-
sonable debate. We dare not allow the
President to dictate to us or to become
victims of his emotional appeal in an
emotion-packed moment of history.

This is a time when we who have been
entrusted with this high office must rise
to the challenge of statesmanship and
vote our honest convictions regardless
of what political price we may have to
pay. It is more important to save Amer-
ica and to preserve the Constituticn than
that any member sitting here be returned
to office in the next election. It is more
important that our two political parties
and the President care for the individval
citizen as a human being not merely for
his vote than to insure the reelection of
a particular administration.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include
as a part of these remarks excerpts from
the report referred to earlier based upon
investigations of the Alabama Sover-
eignty Commission and Martha Witt
Smith:

VOTER REGISTRATION SITUATION IN ALABAMA

The campaign of Martin Luther King in
Alabama is not in any way a right-to-vote
drive, but is purely and simply an anti-
literacy campaign being waged simultane-
ously with efforts of the U.S. Department of
Justice to abolish literacy as a requirement
in Alabama through the Federal courts. King
announced that he would see to it that lit-
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eracy was abolished for voting at almost the
same time that the Department flled suit
against Alabama. .

His campalgn is being waged, not with th
songs and prayers about which you read and
hear, but with bricks, broken bottles, riots,
and threats against the personal safety of
members of Boards of Registrars. (See:
Parry County—Facts and Distortions.)

Actions of King and the Justice Depart-
ment are both in and of themselves admis-
sions and proof that the Negro is not being
denied the right to vote in Alabama, such
so-called “right" existing only for those who
are eligible and qualified. They are admlit-
ting, in essence, what Alabama has con-
tended: That most of the qualified Negroes
in Alabama are already registered to vote.
King has found that Negroes are not being
registered because they cannot read and
write enough to be able to read their ballots
if they were registered—hence his demand
to abolish literacy for voting. The Justice
Department has found that the “thousands
of eligible Negroes being denied the right to
vote” which it claimed before congressional
committees in January 1964, do not in fact
actually exist and the only way they can
make a political showing in Alabama Is to
somehow force the reglstration of illiterate
Negroes by throwing out the valid constitu-
ticnal provisions of the Alabama constitu-

on.

Burke Marshall, then head of the Civil
Rights Division of the Department of Justice,
declared before a House subcommittee in
January 1964, that in 37 counties of Alabama
“thousands of eliglble Negroes are being
deniled the right to vote.” At that time,
eight of these counties were operating under
Federal court orders to register qualified
Negroes, and complaints had been filed
against three others. BSince that time, how-
ever, in all of these remaining counties the
Justice Department has filed not one com-
plaint, in spite of the fact that it has photo-
stated records in all but four of these coun-
ties and has been copying records in some of
them since 1961 without, apparently, find-
ing any evidence to back up the accusation
made against these counties. The accusa-
tions were made before the Subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations, House
of Representatives, January 28, 1964. (See
pp. 134, 135, 136 and 137, also listing of 37
counties in article by Associated Press, re-
leased April 22, 1964. Attachment shows
countles and additional data.)

That a requirement of literacy is a legiti-
mate one for voting has long been upheld by
the Federal courts. It required a constitu-
tional amendment to remove poll tax as a
prerequisite for voting in certaln races.
Certainly abolition of literacy as a require-
ment for voting in Alabama and in other
States cannot be done by any other method.
Should Congress with the support of the
courts succeed in so doing by a simple act of
Congress, then is there any bar to Congress
abolishing primaries in favor of nomination
by some national party group of those who
would be candidates for Governor, legisla-
tors, judges and even sheriffs? In fact, is
there any bar to Congress abolishing elec-
tions altogether—thus sounding the death
knell of democracy itself?

Those who would abolish literacy as a re-
gquirement for voting attempt to use as their
propaganda various contentions that the re-
quirement is used in a discriminatory man-
ner in the South. The Justice Department
itself has apparently been unable to find any
evidence of this in any but 11 of the 87
counties in Alabama and has not yet proven
it in two of these. Furthermore, since the
present boards were appointed as registrars
in October 1963, it has not accused a single
one of these of any diseriminatory prac-
tices of any kind. All court action since
then has been based on happenings before
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the present boards were appointed. In ad-
dition, the Justice Department has not
found—or it certainly would have used it—
any discriminatory use of the new voter reg-
istration tests put into use in February 1964,
more than a year ago. Even the State suit
now filed does not charge any discrimina-
tory use of these tests as between white and
colored applicants.

The truth appears to be that Alabama has
now come up with an application form and
test which meets the requirements of the
courts and the Civil Rights Act and which
will stand up under judicial review, provid-
ing ample evidence for registrars that they
have applied tests without discrimination.
A detailed study of the forms will show that
they were devised to eliminate every objec-
tion of the courts and most of the objections
of the Justice Department to the old forms
used from 1952 to 1964. The only other
change was made after passage of the 1964
Civil Rights Act and was made to meet the
requirement that all literacy tests be "“wholly
in writing.” The Justice Department should
report forthwith exactly what changes in
literacy tests have been made in the other
States of the Nation in order to comply with
the Civil Rights Act—or have they been
changed to do so?

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 did make the
requirement that all literacy tests be “wholly
in writing." However, after Alabama
changed its form, the Justice Department
immediately started filing complaints
against the new form on the grounds that
this same act forbids any State to change
any testing methods. An attorney for the
Department stated in a Federal court hear-
ing December 3, 1964, in Birmingham, Ala.,
that it was “the intent of Congress” for the
1964 Civil Rights Act to prevent any State
from changing any voter registration test or
procedure—yet that same act required
changes.

Furthermore, the Justice Department has
gone to even greater extents in broadening
the interpretation of the Civil Rights Act.
It now contends in the statewide Alabama
sult that no State can have a literacy test
higher in level than that of normal sixth-
grade level, whatever that may be. Further,
it is contended that the provisions of the act
apply to any State and are in force without
any proving of disecrimination as contem-
plated by section 1971, United States Code,
which the act purports to amend. So, what
about a State's requirement that a person
must have finished the 12th grade in order
to vote?

Statistics bear out Alabama’s contention
of nondiscriminatory application of literacy
provisions of voting laws. Practically every
Negro called up for the draft falls to pass
the mental test if he has not gone higher
than the eighth grade. There are only
120,952 Negroes in Alabama who have gone
higher than the eighth grade of the 25-year-
old and older group for which grade levels are
given in the U.S. census. Alabama now has
a total of 115,000 Negroes registered. This
would leave only 6,000 unaccounted for and
there are known to be more than that dis-
qualified from voting for conviction of crime,
a disqualification which States may have, as
clearly set out in the U.8. Constitution.

However, rejection rates for registration
are not as high as for the draft in Alabama
among Negroes, even though the draft deals
with only young men mostly 26 and under
whereas voter registration deals with the
older group, also. Many of eighth-grade level
and below, including persons with only fifth-
grade education are passing the current lit-
eracy and citizenship tests. There are only
about 200,000 Negroes of voting age who have
gone higher than the sixth grade, It is a
conservative estimate that 20,000 of these
are disqualified by convictions and that half
of those of seventh- and eighth-grade level
cannot pass any form of literacy test due to
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sociological promotions and simply losing
their knowledge between leaving school and
reaching voting age. This would mean then
that the State has 115,000 out of a real po-
tential of 140,000 registered. This is a regis-
tered rate of B2 percent against the Justice
Department's contention of less than 20 per-
cent, because the Department counts as
“gligible” even those Negroes who cannot so
much as write their names.

Alabama, as a State, has done more from
1952 to the present to make changes which
serve the interests of the reglstration of
qualified Negroes than any other State could
have done. However, its legislature, Iits
courts, and its executives are now caught in
a choking web of confusion brought about
by contradictory provisions of the 1964 and
other Civil Rights Acts, by the contradictory
actions of the Department of Justice, by con-
tradictory rulings of district judges and the
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals—so that it
now finds that the accumulated results of all
of its efforts to work out a registration system
that will lend itself to judicial review, will
meet the requirements of the courts and
the Civil Rights Act, and provide needed
evidence for its registrars are not only not
accepted by the Department of Justice but
are being attacked on all sides by this arm
of the Federal Government which has re-
peatedly told the Congress that its goal in
the South is to see that qualified Negroes are
registered, but which now openly admits
that these have been registered and the
only way to get any more Negro voters is to
abolish the literacy test in Alabama.

Not only is the picture of the activities of
the so-called right-to-vote marchers in Ala-
bama distorted, but national news media re-
ports about the current Alabama voter tests
are deserving of nothing but the name of
downright lles, Examples of statements
about the tests and events in Alabama which
can be easily proven untrue appear in re-
cent issues of Time and Newsweek, and in
dispatches from UPI and a presentation on
the “Today" show.

In conclusion: Alabama has met the chal-
lenge of working out a registration system
and tests which are fair, reasonable, non-
discriminatory, related to needed informa-
tion for voting, and which are adequate and
proper to provide material or full judicial
review. Proof of this is the demand of Martin
Luther King that the President support
efforts to abolish literacy for voting in Ala-
bama and that the Justice Department suit
in Alabama echoes his cry—while the propa-
ganda machines grind out false impressions
by calling the whole illegal and riotous as-
sault by the false name of a “right-to-vote"
campaign.

For Congress to even consider a bill which
would usurp the clear constitutional rights
of a State to set its requirements for voting
would undermine the very foundation of the
democratic system which put its Members in
the seats they occupy today—the vote itself.

DOAR WOULD OUST ALL OFFICEHOLDERS IN
ALABAMA

From comments at arguments, Monday,
March 8, 1965, on motion by State of Alabama
to dismiss case brought against State of Ala-
bama and secretary of state to prevent any
use of literacy tests in Alabama,

Asked by a member of the three-judge
panel if he felt that reregistration of voters
in Alabama offered any solution to the Ala-
bama case, Doar replied that he did not.
He went on to say, in legal terms, but in sub-
stance and certainly in meaning as follows:

No reregistration would be acceptable to
the Justice Department because the laws and
teats would be devised by public officials who
have been put into office under the discrimi-
natory system.

He further implied that no new law passed
in Alabama on the registration system would
be acceptable for the same reason.
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He, in effect, brought out that the only
way the Justice Department would cease
action in Alabama would be to remove all
present elected officeholders, hold new fed-
erally supervised elections with all Negroes
voting, and put new persons in office all the
way around. One of the judges commented
that this would amount to putting all elected
Alabama public officials out of business,

HISTORY OF CHANGES IN VOTER REGISTRATION
IN ALABAMA

First. Changes have favored Negro regls-
tration.

Second. Changes have come before similar
Federal action.

1. In 1946 the legislature provided 2 extra
registration days per month for all counties
at a time when Negro interest was increasing
in voting, especially among servicemen re-
turning home.

2. Many local boards from 1950 to date
have had special legislation increasing meet-
ing days and providing clerical help in the
larger counties. Such action has been on
local initiative and not under any Federal
court orders or threats of such court orders.

3. In 1851 the property alternative as a
means of qualifying was removed. To the
soclologists, at least, the alternative was one
which worked in favor of whites and against
Negroes who as a group owned less property.

4. In 1951 the requirement that a person
must have been gainfully employed the
greater part of the past year prior to regis-
tration was removed. This requirement was
considered to be one which worked more in
favor of whites than of Negroes.

5. In 1953, the cumulative feature of poll
tax (the requirement to pay $1.50 for each
year from 21 through 44 regardless of age
at the time of registration) was removed.
It was just as much a bar to white women
registering, but the whole Nation was
screaming about it being a bar only to
Negroes.

6. January 1964, the Alabama Supreme
Court ordered boards to use literacy and
citizenship tests for all applicants regard-
less of a registrar’s personal knowledge as
to the literacy of the individual applicant
and prescribed uniform tests and procedures
for all, (Congress did not do this until
July 1964.)

7. January 1964, Alabamsa Supreme Court
ordered forms requiring a record be kept of
all tests so as to t judicial review.
(Congress did not do this until July 1964.)

8. February 1064, registrars recelved new
forms and tests and discontinued use of the
“onerous” 1952 application form (so termed
numerous times by the Department of Jus-
tice and Federal courts). Tests were
changed monthly, and each test Inecluded
four questions on government (replacing six
such guestions in the 1852 form), four ex-
cerpts from the U.S. Constitution, one of
which was to be read aloud by the applicant
and a place for the applicant to write from
dictation. A score of 75 was required on the
government questions.

9. September 1964, registrars began using
revised forms ordered by the Alabama Su-
preme Court in August, to bring the literacy
tests within the requirements of the 1964
Civil Rights Act requiring that they be
“wholly in writing.” The same form as the
January-ordered tests was followed, except
that in place of reading aloud, the applicant
was instructed to answer four questions, the
answers to which were in the four excerpts
from the U.8. Constitution located directly
above the questions, which excerpts he was
instructed to read (mot aloud) hefore an-
swering these four “reading"” questions.

(Nore—It is these four questions, the an-
swers to which can be obtained simply by
reading the excerpts, which have been pre-
sented to the public of the Nation as ques-
tions which the applicant is ted to
answer from his own knowledge of the Con-
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stitution, when they are simply reading
gquestions.)

The writing test was not changed except
that the registrars were instructed to dic-
tate to the applicant only one of the excerpts
appearing on the test sheet. Thus, the writ-
ing performance of the applieant is recorded,
and the section dictated to him is made a
matter of record.

(Nore—The writing test has been attacked
by the Justice Department which contends
that it is “oral” because of the dictation, and
further contends that the applicant should
be allowed to copy the section, not write it
from dictation.)

Instead of the form being changed each
month, a total of 100 different tests were
composed, each with four Government ques-
tions, four excerpts from the U.S. Constitu-
tion, and four reading questions, the answers
to which could be found in the excerpts. The
Supreme Court order provided that each ap-
plicant select his own test of the 100 by open-
ing at random a notebook, which must con-
tain 1 of each of the 100 tests at all times.
The general idea of multiple tests, selected by
lot, was suggested by a district Federal judge
in a Mississippi voter registration case.

(Nore—Alabama had to go to some form
of multiple testing or stand by and permit
the Department of Justice to make a sheer
mockery of its literacy testing, The De-
partment in July 1964, subpenaed into court
in Montgomery not enly all monthly tests
which had been used by the State, but all
tests which the State planned to use in the
months ahead and by varlous actions made
them avallable to the public and practically
useless as any real tests. Alabama devised
the revised tests knowing that the Depart-
ment would get the tests and would put them
on records in a manner to make them avail-
able to the public. This has been done and
coples of them have been spread not only all
over Alabama but all over the Nation as is
now a matter of public knowledge due to
printing of the questions in newspapers and
use of them on television. In addition, the
Department has now obtained by a court
order a book of answers which an individual
board member made up for himself as a
guide in grading the tests, although the
registrar protested that the answers listed
were not necessarily all the acceptable ones
nor were they necessarily up to date in every
instance, and that they were his notes for
his own guidance and not to be considered
final and conclusive In any way. Thus, Ala-
bama was correct in devising tests with the
assumption that the Department of Justice
would make them and any answers they
could find available to the public. Any
judgment of difficulty of the tests in relation
to sixth grade or any other level should be
gaged in relation to whether or not such a
person can study the tests and the answers
and learn the material with this help—not
merely whether he could pass such a test
having never seen it previously.)

10. Heavy Negro registration from 1946
through 1952 and again from 1954 through
1966 resulted in most of the actually quali-
fied and eligible Negroes being registered
before passage of the 1957 Civil Rights Act.
However, due to their repeated claims when
seeking civil rights legislation that “thou-
sands of eligible Negroes are being denied the
right to vote,” the Department of Justice
must now somehow get those '‘thousands”
on the rolls even if they know that the only
way it can be done in Alabama is to register
the illiterates.

Mr. WILLTIAMS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I yield
to the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to compliment my distinguished col-
league from the State of Alabama [Mr.
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George W. Anprews] for initiating this
discussion this afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, because of the manner
in which the national press, radio, and
television have so pointedly distorted and
deliberately slanted the news stories com-
ing out of the State of Alabama—and I
might add previously from the State of
Mississippi—it appears that about the
only way we can ever get the truth across
to the people is through the pages of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I am very happy that the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN]
pointed up the double standard applied
by most of the national news dissemi-
nating media with respect to news com-
ing out of the South and news coming
out of the North. It points up the fact
that last week there was a race riot in
the city of Detroit, Mich., admittedly a
race riot by the local police and the local
citizens, news of which was sent out over
the wire services as a race riot. The riot
resulted in the stabbing of nine white
youngsters and one young Negro girl be-
ing injured by flying debris.

Mr. Speaker, one of the white young-
sters who was stabbed is presently, I un-
derstand, in a hospital in Detroit lying
at death’s door. Although the wire serv-
ices carried the report of that riot as far
as Mississippi—I read it in the Missis-
sippi newspapers—the morning after this
occurred, there was not one word in the
Washington Post or the Evening Star
about this riot which almost cost the
lives of nine youngsters out in Detroit.
Notwithstanding, they devoted column
after column after column to distorted
stories and prejudicial reports on Selma,
Ala. Mr. Speaker, I have seen these in-
vaders. They have been in my State.
A great number are bearded beatniks,
They deliberately dress eccentrically, and
most of them look as if they have not
had a bath in months. They come in
with a holier-than-thou attitude and in-
sult our people, hoping to create some
kind of incident that will arouse emo-
tions over the country, and which can be
exploited to collect Yankee dollars from
well-meaning but misinformed northern
people.-

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Did
the gentleman notice in the Washington
Post this morning an ad run by Martin
Luther King and his organization call-
ing for subscriptions to carry on the
fight?

Mr. WILLIAMS, I am sorry I did not
see it, but I am not surprised. These
outfits are well-heeled with money, as
the gentleman knows.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. The
ad said they were running short, and
they were calling for public subscrip-
tions. My information is he left Cal-
ifornia last week with $38,000 in cash.

Mr. WILLTAMS. I may say, and this
is an opinion, but a considered opinion
on my part: not only would I endorse
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover’s characterization
of Martin Luther King as the “most no-
torious liar in America,” but I would add
that I consider him the most notorious
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gangster of our generation. Every-
where this man goes, trouble and vio-
lence follow, always accompanied by the
sound of dollars dropping into his till as
“contributions” to his “work.” In my
opinion, in view that practically every-
one in a position of power has of the fact
bowed down to him and has acceded to
his demands, I think he is also the most
dangerous individual in America.

Mr. Speaker, I have seen these people
come into our State for the purpose of
creating trouble. They came in with a
holier-than-thou attitude and they de-
liberately flouted the customs of our area
in front of our people.

I deplore the fact that violence has
occurred in Alabama, that one of these
invading ministers, who went to Ala-
bama with a martyr complex for the pur-
pose of finding trouble, found the trouble
he was looking for. I am sorry indeed
that the three agitators who went to the
State of Mississippi last spring for the
purpose of insulting the people of Mis-
sissippi met their death at the hands of
persons unknown. We deplore these acts
of violence, of course. But instead of
condemning the entire State of Missis-
sippi and the entire State of Alabama, I
think they are entitled to the highest
compliment we can possibly pay to a
great people in the remarkable restraint
they exercised, so that more of these
troublemakers did not encounter the
same fate. As a matter of fact—and I
am surprised, pleasantly so and happily
so—that instead of three people being
killed, there were not a hundred or more
killed in the State of Mississippi in last
summer’s invasion of my State. Indeed,
had the situation been reversed and had
demonstrators from the State of Mis-
sissippi gone to Harlem to demonstrate
for racial separation or States rights, I
dare say none of them would have re-
turned to Mississippi alive.

Mr. Speaker, this man Martin Luther
King is a dangerous individual. I have
information on good authority that the
Department of Justice knows that he is
a dangerous individual. Yet the Justice
Department through the Attorney Gen-
eral has told me personally and in no
uncertain terms that the file which the
Justice Department has on Martin Luther
King, his Communist affiliations, associ-
ations and activities will not be made
available to a Member of Congress on
request. I ask you—why? Is it possi-
ble that Martin Luther King is now so
politically powerful as to be immune
from public exposure? Is it possible
there is something in those files that
might embarrass some in high positions
whose necks have been stuck out so far
in coddling King and his fellow agita-
tors? Some day, perhaps, the truth of
King and his activities may be known.
But it seems that for now, it just is not
good politics for some of our people in
high positions.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. DicKINsON].

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to raise a question which I feel cries out
to be answered. A question relevant and
pertinent to the recent and present tur-
bulence in my home State—that proud,
and now battered, State of Alabama.
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Mr. Speaker, we have had a series of
incidents in Alabama: Selma, Marion,
my hometown of Montgomery, today in
Birmingham. And throughout the whole
fabric of this big picture there is one
recurring and persistent fact about which
the American people should be told. I
refer, Mr. Speaker, to the deliberate
misrepresentation of facts by certain of
the news media, and that there is now
and has been a recurring and persistent
and deliberate misrepresentation of fact
as well as a calculated effort on the part
of some of our news media to slant and
color the news—and this is very demon-
strable to any fairminded person.

Do I exaggerate, Mr. Speaker? Let
me give you just a few proven facts
which I dare say not one person in the
House outside of my proud State knows.

In every newspaper account which I
have read and on radio and television
we have heard the repeated charge that
clubs and whips were used on the demon-
strators in Slema as they attempted to
march on Sunday the Tth of March. I
am sure that no one in this House has
failed to hear or see this charge and I am
sure that most, if not all, believe that
the demonstrators were whipped as if
they were animals with bullwhips. The
fact is, Mr. Speaker, that there were no
whips—none used or even in existence
and this was purely a lie and a fabrica-
tion by some reporters representing some
of the news media. I have checked this
fact with the Governor, with the local
law enforcement officials there, and
through other sources. The FBI was
there and can substantiate my state-
ment. No whips were there and no
whips were used. But in every account
of that Sunday in Selma you read of
“whips and clubs.” The so-called clubs,
Mr. Speaker, were regulation night
sticks—the same as are carried by the
District of Columbia police in patroling
the Capitol Grounds.

The people of America have been given
the idea that the Negroes in Alabama
have universally been denied the right to
register and vote, and that whatever
court actions have been tried are inade-
quate because they still do not allow
Negroes to vote. The truth is, Mr.
Speaker, that the Negroes are registering
to vote peacefully throughout the State,
and that demonstrations in Selma and
Marion County, Montgomery, and other
places are in fact hampering and im-
peding registration of Negro voters, and
in one instance, in particular, in Marion
County, the orderly processing and reg-
istering of Negro voters which has been
going on all day, was interrupted by
“King” Martin Luther, and such a dis-
order was caused—really a near riot—
that it was necessary for the police to
rescue the registrars from the courtroom
in which they had been working.

In February, “King” Martin Luther
tried to stir up a voter march in Mont-
gomery and could nof raise a crowd.
Montgomery citizens—white and Ne-
gro—have been registering with no trou-
ble. Over 300 registered in 1 day last
week. In Montgomery they have and do
register as many as present themselves—
still they demonstrated and rioted. The
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demonstrations now in progress, and pre-
viously in progress, in Alabama have been
promoted as much by the Communists as
by any other one faction. Ifis an estab-
lished fact that Martin Luther King's
lieutenants have belonged to Communist
front organizations, and that they are
not nearly so interested in the United
States as they are in the EKremlin. J.
Edgar Hoover has testified before the
House Appropriations Committee that
Communists are infiltrating the .eivil
rights movement and seeking to exploit
its leaders, according to the Communists’
own paper, the Worker.

Everything that has happened in Ala-
bama, including the violence, bloodshed,
and even the possible death of one or
more persons, was a coldblooded and
calculated plan by Martin Luther King
and his coconspirators and was carefully
outlined in writing several months prior
to the trouble in Selma, and I have a copy
of that plan. I offered to make this
available to a reporter of wide reputation
but he did not care to use it.

Another typical example of distortion
and misleading newspaper reporting ap-
peared in yesterday’s Washington Star
and we see the headline reads: “Mont-
gomery Deputies Ride Into 150 Negroes.”
We find buried deep into the article, how-
ever, that an emergency ambulance was
delayed by the melee. The fact is that
the road was blocked for 30 minutes and
the ambulance, on an emergency run, was
caught up in a mob of rioters and the
mounted policemen were necessary in
order to extricate the ambulance and to
clear the heavily traveled road.

Today’s Washington papers, the Post
and the Star, show pictures of mounted
officers in Montgomery in the midst of a
mob. The Star's headline reads: “King
Protests Mounted Assault—Demonstra-
tors Count Eight Injured in Montgom-
ery—Brutality Charged to Sheriff’s
Men."”

What the paper did not say was that
this was a rioting mob of knife-wielding
beatniks, for the most part—that rocks,
bottles and bricks were thrown at the
mounted officers before any contact was
made by the officers—that the sheriff was
cut—that he was hit and injured by two
flying objects, probably rocks—and that
eight of the horses were badly cut by
these knife-wielding nonviolent demon-
strators.

I have the sheriff’s statement of the
events of yesterday, Mr. Speaker, which
I hereby insert into the Recorp as an
extension of my remarks. Mr. Speaker,
these facts are just a part of the whole
which I cannot develop here due to lack
of time. For this reason I have asked
for a special order for 1 hour tomorrow
following the day’s business to present to
the House some heretofore unknown
facts which I am sure they will find
shocking because they have been sup-
pressed. I will also tell you why they
are being suppressed. And I invite every
Member who is interested in the untold
side of the recent disturbances in Ala-
bama to be present,

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Without
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The matter referred to is as follows:
STATEMENT OF SHERIFF BUTLER, MONTGOMERY
COUNTY, ALA,

When it was first rumored that demonstra-
tions would be held in Montgomery, Ala., I,
as elected sheriff of Montgomery County, was
requested to have avallable the mounted of-
ficers who had been used in the past very
successfully here and elsewhere in dispers-
ing crowds without anyone being hurt. This
was for the purpose of protecting the demon-
strators as much as dispersing anyone who
got out of hand.

On Tuesday, March 16, I was requested by
the Montgomery police department to have
the mounted officers avallable in the vicinity
of Decatur Street and Adams Avenue where
a demonstration was taking place. I brought
the horses to this point and stopped them.
We stopped the horses across the street from
where the demonstrators were and walted for
the solicitor of Montgomery County whom I
had ceen standing over talking to the heads
of the police department. The solicitor came
over to us and asked us to retain the demon-
strators on the east side of the street and
disperse those standing on the west side of
the street. Feeling that he was acting with
authority from the group the mounted offi-
cers moved at my command to carry out
this request. As we moved in bricks and
other objects started fiying. Scome object hit
me on the back of the head but where 1t came
from I do not know. AsI dismounted to un-
dertake to move them back on foot one of the
demonstrators who to the best of my opinion
was not a Negro but an oriental, struck at
me with some sharp instrument to the ex-
tent of cutting through my clothing, To
my knowledge several officers were struck by
flying objects. I also received an injury to
my left hand due to trying to keep some
flying object out of my face. REight of our
horses were injured, one being cut rather
badly. I do not feel that any more force was
used than was necessary.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
JonEs] may extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
it is with a heavy heart that I rise today
on the floor of this House to comment on
the series of harsh racial incidents
which are besetting my home State of
Alabama.

It is particularly difficult for me to
comment thus because the manifesta-
tions of violence, brutal dissension, and
hatred which we are witnessing in Ala-
bama today have been, in the past, ut-
terly alien to my State.

Mr. Speaker, the people of Alabama,
white and colored, are not the kind of
people we have been reading about in
our newspapers in recent weeks. They
are basically kind and reasonable people
who abhor strife and physical violence.
They believe in the rule of law and in
the social compact.

But today in Alabama there is ugliness
and cursing and bloodshed. The flames
of hatred burn brightly. There is in-
temperance and there are hard hearts.

The white people of Alabama, Mr.
Speaker, opposed the Civil Rights Act of
1964 as I did. This act wrenched them,
rocked the very foundations of their so-
ciety and way of life. Subsequently,
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however, the great majority of the white
people of Alabama braced themselves
and accepted the realities of this act
which to them was revolutionary and un-
called for. These people determined to
continue to live by the law.

All my fellow Alabamians asked for
was time, time to adjust, time to accept
change.

The way of life, the values, of millions
of people cannot be swiftly modified and
altered overnight.

But, unfortunately, orderly change in
Alabama was not acceptable to the pro-
fessional adherents of civil rights. The
strident call has been for speed and more
speed. Even State and local laws and
regulations must be breached if neces-
sary.

So my fellow citizens in Alabama have
been subjected to unlawful displays or-
ganized and led, for the most part, by
self-appointed professional prophets
from outside the State. The process of
orderly change has been rudely spurned.

These so-called civil rights leaders, Mr.
Speaker, have inflamed their followers
who, left alone, would have accepfed a
peaceful transition, in fact, would have
preferred a peaceful transition.

We are now seeing the results in Ala-
bama of this relentless pressure, these
incessant demands for immediate
change, these outrageous transgressions
of State and community law.

I repeat, Mr. Speaker, all the white
people of Alabama have asked for is a
little time.

And the great pity of it all, Mr. Speak-
er, is that the terrible events need not
have taken place. Unreason has carried
the day.

Mr. Speaker, despite the repetition of
civil disturbances in Alabama, I still have
hope that reason and prudence can
bring a common understanding and a
restoration of tranquillity.

The spirit of excess must be discarded.
I am hopeful that men of good will on
both sides in the bitter controversy will
call for calmness and cooperation. This
is the only answer because excess begets
excess and violence begets violence and
the ultimate fruit is chaos.

The path of provocation and unlawful
acts leads to anarchy. The path of rea-
son and temperance leads to peace.

Which path in Alabama? Mr. Speak-
er, there is but one choice and, if left
alone, I know the people of Alabama will
make the right choice.

Mr., ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BUCHANAN].

Mr. BUCHANAN. I thank my dis-
tinguished colleague.

Mr. Speaker, because our time is run-
ning short, I shall on a later day request
permission to speak again so that I
might fully develop my own interpreta-
tion of the events in Selma, Ala., and in
Washington, D.C., concerning civil rights
and voting rights.

Mr. Speaker, like almost all the people
of Alabama that I know, I believe in pro-
tecting the ecivil rights of all our people
and I believe that every qualified citizen
of our State and of other States ought, in
fact, to be registered and ought, in fact,
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have the privilege of voting in all elec-
tions.

This is not the issue in Alabama at this
time. As a matter of fact, our State has
over a period of time taken a series of
steps which I will later outline to facili-
tate voting procedures in Alabama and
to make sure that qualified voters are,
in fact, permitted to vote.

Since recent court rulings in Dallas
County this action has been increased.
In addition, as I have pointed out before
on the floor of this House, there will be
proposed in the next regular session of
the Alabama Legislature a bill that would
facilitate the registration of voters in my
own and other counties.

‘We believe in civil rights, Mr. Speaker,
but I want to ask if the people of Selma,
Ala., have no civil rights? Are Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King and his cohorts the only
people in our State who have rights? Do
the people of Selma, Ala., have the basic
right of living in peace in their own city
or to conduct their normal business and
to conduct the normal business of their
government in the city hall and in their
county courthouse? Do they have the
right to go about the business of exercis-
ing their normal freedoms as Americans
or are they all to be denied their eivil
rights by demonstrators from outside our
State who leave their own homes and
the many problems they have there—
in many cases like problems—to flood
into Selma and into Alabama to try to
solve for us problems that we are, in
fact, ourselves solving and which they,
in fact, cannot solve.

Mr. Speaker, we believe in law and
order in Alabama. The Governor of the
sovereign State of Alabama is not im-
mune from the law nor does he seek
such immunity. The public officials of
Alabama are not immune from the law
nor do they seek immunity. The citi-
zens of Alabama are not immune from
the law—Iocal, State, or Federal—nor do
they seek immunity.

But, Mr. Speaker, there is within our
State a group of people who do seek and
claim to themselves immunity from all
law—local, State, and Federal—who
have led our young people to violate
State laws concerning school attendance,
city ordinances concerning parades, a
circuit court injunction against demon-
strations at the courthouse, the Federal
court injunction against interfering with
registration lines. And they have led
these young people in Selma, Ala., to
violate such law and to show contempt
against the authority of local, State, and
Federal officials.

The outside agitators and professional
organizers presently leading the demon-
strations in our State claim for them-
selves and those they lead immunity
from all law and the privilege of defying
all authority including that of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

It seems to me one very important
question this Congress faces is whether
we shall have a double standard in the
application of law in this country,
whether there shall be one group of peo-
ple declared to be immune from law,
with all the rest of us, naturally, as good
citizens, required to obey Federal, State,
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and local law, as we in Alabama intend
to do and shall do and are doing.

Mr, Speaker, if it would seem that I
speak too generally, let me give a few
specific instances.

From the Birmingham News of March
9, a quote from James Bevel, a Negro
leader. He shouted, before the march
began:

Judge Johnson doesn't understand that an
injunction doesn’'t mean anything.

From the same paper, March 9, a quote
from John Lewis, leader of the Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee:

Ban or no ban, I think all of us must
march.

A quote from the same paper, of the
same day, from James Foreman, head of
the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee:

Injunctions have been handed down in
the past. The people have to make up their
own minds what to do.

From the Birmingham Post-Herald of
March 10, when Martin Luther King was
asked about his defiance of the court
order. King said:

‘We had a decision to make in this particu-
lar case, Possibly I can be held in contempt,
and others, too. The judge's order was an
unjust injunction.

From the same paper of the same day,
another quote from King, when con-
fronted with the order at the bridge. He
is purported to have said:

We are aware of this order.

But he added:

As a matter of consclence, the march will
continue.

Mr. Speaker, this man is claiming for
himself immunity from all law—Federal,
State, and local. He is claiming it is
good and right to lead young people in
defiance of all authority and in dis-
obedience to law at every level. I say
that no man is bigger than the law in
this country, and no man can be.

The people of Alabama have been
libeled. The people of Alabama are mis-
understood. But I assure you, Mr.
Speaker, that the people of my State are
law-abiding people, and when the tu-
mult and the shouting have died, they
will have to live with each other and
work out their problems themselves.
This we can and will do.

The finest law this Congress could pass
for the civil rights of all people of our
State would be to pass a Federal law
making it illegal for Dr. Martin Luther
King and all his kind to stage any
further unlawful demonstrations in Ala-
bama. Whenever the proponents of
civil disobedience cease and desist from
leading our young people in the path-
way of lawlessness, the private citizens
and public officials of Alabama can re-
turn to the pathway of peace and resume
our quest for the full blessings of liberty
under law for all our people,

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. GLENN ANDREWS].

Mr. GLENN ANDREWS. Mr. Speak-
er, now that a white heat has been de-
veloped all over the Nation involving the
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so-called ingenuity in the past of crafty
registrars to discriminate in the matter
of voting rights, and every possible pock-
et of public opinion has held up its hand
and said, “Yes, we are ready to do away
with discrimination in voting rights,” I
sincerely hope that the President's bhill
will hurry along and be voted through—
provided that the measure does what it is
billed to do.

I should certainly be dreadfully dis-
appointed and the Nation would be
dreadfully disappointed and the joint
session of Congress would be terribly
disappointed if this measure of the
President, to do away with discrimina-
tion once and for all in voting rights,
were to be a measure instead to do away
with literacy tests as qualifications for
voting in my State or in New York,
where a literacy test is so important.
New York, the seat of liberalism in Amer-
ica today, you know, has a reasonable
voting literacy qualification.

I should be terribly disappointed if the
President’s measure, instead of doing
away with discrimination, did away with
New York's literacy test. The Nation
itself would indeed feel terribly disap-
pointed if, instead of doing away with
discrimination, the actual result of the
President’s voting measure should be for
Congress to take over the function of
setting voter qualifications, a power en-
joyed by the States for years and guaran-
teed by Section 2 of Article I of the Con-
stitution, guaranteed by the 10th amend-
ment, and guaranteed by the 1Tth
Amendment to the Constitution.

My State and my people have been
abused and vilified with inhuman brutal-
ity in the process of developing this great
white heat, this emotional fever out of
which a just and reasonable legislation
is to be born. I sincerely hope that the
price my State has paid for this emo-
tional pitch shall not be in vain and that
the people of America will get in the
President’s bill what he has told the Na-
tion he wishes.

I sincerely hope that the political ma-
nipulation of uneducated people is not
the tragic result of this bill, I would not
wish that Alabama ever gain a reputa-
tion in this respect like Cook County,
I1l., because of this measure. I have
come to this Congress and selected the
Committee on Education and Labor as
my preference of committee assign-
ments. I am happy in this assignment.
I am dedicated to the education of all my
people. I deplore that the educational
level of my State is comparatively low.
I assure you that under measures being
taken at the present time that will not be
true for long. Herein lies the solution
of most of our problems. I am confident
that the President joins me in this great
objective. I sincerely hope that the vot-
ing hill being sent to this body will not
cynically take advantage of the illiterate
people of the Nation and enable politi-
cians to use them for their own political
purposes.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, in conclusion, let me say that
Alabama is inhabitated by law-abiding,
peaceful citizens. There is less crime in
Alabama in a year’s time than there is in
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Washington, D.C., in 30 days’ time.
There are more rapes committed in
Washington, I might say, within a
week’s time than in Alabama in a year’s
time.

Our Governor Wallace has done a good
job in trying to mainfain peace and
order in our State. This week, about 20
of these so-called demonstrators, march-
ers, and so forth, went into the office of
our beloved Speaker of the House and
took over lock, stock, and barrel and sat
down and refused to move or to let any-
one work. According to the press, the
patience of our Speaker was taxed al-
most to the breaking point in 20 minutes’
time. Now, what do you think happens
to decent, law-abiding citizens when
their patience has been under stress and
strain for 9 solid weeks? They talk
about police brutality. I saw on TV
those agitators who sat in the Speaker’s
office pulled down marble steps. Now,
in my opinion, that is police brutality.
I cannot think of any more serious pain,
that a man can suffer, than to be pulled
down a long flight of marble steps. I
was told by someone who knew up here on
the Hill that those people who were in
the Speaker’s office were professional agi-
tators. I will say to you, Mr. Speaker,
that most of those demonstrators in Sel-
ma and Montgomery and Birmingham
are professionals of the highest type.

Now let me say to you in conclusion,
Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
check again the record of Martin Luther
King. Get his itinerary back over the
last few years and get the newspapers
and you will find that wherever he goes
trouble follows. Mr. Speaker, I say
that when the true Martin Luther King
is known to the American people there
are going to be some red faces in this
Congress and some bowed heads in
America.

THE WRONG WAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBerT). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. WaccoNNER] is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker,
during the past few weeks, I have sat
patiently in this Chamber while speaker
after speaker has taken the floor to con-
demn the people of Selma, Ala. and,
indeed, all southerners.

As there is with every subject, there
are two sides to be heard—not in defense
of much that has happened—but the
presentation of certain facts which must
be made known so that the full situa-
tion ecan be better understood.

I have listened politely to all that has
gone before and I ask that I be shown
the same courtesy so that reason might
prevail. And we can all be reasonable
men.

Mr. Speaker, as an aftermath to the
demonstrations in the streets of Selma,
Ala., in many other cities of the Nation,
including this Capitol City, the White
House, and the Capitol itself—and while
the eye of the tornado passed over the
Nation, two items of brilliant comment
on the hysteria and hatred which have
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been heaped upon the people of the be-
leaguered city of Selma have come to my
attention.

They are so direct in their logie, so
clear in their representation of my views
and so aptly cut to the heart of this
much-clouded issue, that I would like to
bring them to the attention of the
Members.

The first is the editorial in the current
issue of U.S. News & World Report, by
David Lawrence, “The Wrong Way.” It
begins:

There is a right way and a wrong way to
try to achieve reform, whether it be in the
realm of government or in the social life of
our Nation.

We pride ourselves on a belief in democ-
racy—on the exercise of a rule of reason In
our national life,

We have rejected mobocracy as the mani-
festation of anger, of bitterness, and of un-
willingness to let the rule of reason and the
processes of law prevall.

The American people have been witnessing
in recent events in Alabama a failure to rely
on the normal functioning of a democracy.

‘Whatever the provocation, the fact 1s that
passion and threats of physical force have
never bred a spirit of confidence in any con-
stitutional system,

Had he stopped right there and writ-
ten no more, Mr. Lawrence would have
put down on paper one of the unques-
tionable truths of this entire, sorry situ-
ation; a truth that men in high office,
men of God and the supposed leaders of
the so-called civil rights movement have
either never known or have long since
forgotten.

No matter what the cause, Mr.
Speaker, no matter how noble the ad-
vocates may think it to be; no matter
what the calling which inspires it; no
matter how just and right it seems to
be, it is not so noble, so just, or so right
that our precious system of democracy
can be trampled in the dust to achieve
it. The end does not justify the means.

This administration and previous ones
have condoned, encouraged, even fi-
nanced the violation of established laws
as being the “right” of anyone which
any law displeases.

I was appalled to learn that Federal
Government officials, apparently with
the full support of the President if not,
indeed, on his direct orders, had encour-
aged the Selma marchers; even to fur-
nishing them suggested route maps and
other advice.

This, mind you, is in willful violation
of a Federal court order. Thus, we have,
on the one hand, the judiciary of the
land prohibiting the lawlessness of the
demonstration and the executive, on the
other hand, encouraging it.

What a travesty on the name of de-
mocracy. What a laughingstock we
must be in the eyes of our friends and
enemies alike all around the world.

The sit-ins at the White House and
the Capitol and the lie-ins across Penn-
sylvania Avenue which the President de-
plored in his message night before last,
should be deplored. But they are no
different from the demonstrations which
he and other members of his administra-
tion encouraged and abetted in hapless
Selma, Ala., just days before.
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In this very Chamber night before last,
I heard these words:

Free assembly does not carry with it the
right to block public thoroughfares.

Yet, what applies in Washington, D.C.,
does not apply in Selma, Ala., because it
was encouraged, condoned, and urged
in that city.

1 also heard these words in this Cham-
ber night before last:

We will guard against violence, knowing
it strikes from our hands the very weapons
with which we seek progress, obedience to
law—

Yet, what applies in Washington, D.C.,
does not apply in Selma, Ala. The ef-
fort to guard against violence, to pro-
tect innocent bystanders, and to main-
tain law and order are weighed on a
different scale when it happens in Ala-
bama.

But, let not any man delude himself.
Street demonstrations in which prop-
erty and human life are threatened are
the same thing when they happen in
Selma, Ala., as when they happen on
Pennsylvania Avenue in the Nation’s
Capital.

A sit-in which violates an established
law, is the same thing if it happens in
the halls of the Capitol or the White
House as it is if it happens in a drug-
store in Louisiana or Alabama. They
are both violations of the law. And law-
lessness has no place in the democratic
system.

The time is long past due for the law
to be respected and obeyed as long as it is
the law. This applies to every man. It
applies to the clergyman who travels
across the Nation to take part in ecivil
disobedience. It applies to any official
of this or any other administration. It
applies to every man no matter what
the color of his skin. It applies because
the fact is undeniable: Civil disobedi-
ence is lawlessness.

I am amazed that there are so many
who take part in this form of lawless-
ness—and I refer particularly to the
clergy—who, at the same time, are ap-
palled at the rising crime rate and the
lack of respect for the law which is ram-
pant in the Nation.

These are the men the Nation needs to
lead us in a moral renaissance built on a
respect for the laws of God and man.
Yet their leadership is toward civil dis-
obedience and disrespect for the laws
man has made to govern himself.

Yet they stand back amazed and
aghast at the result of their ill-advised
handiwork; they deplore the rising crime
rate which their very activities have
encouraged.

Our Constitution and the various laws
of the several States provide for the
orderly process by which any law which
we as Americans make, we as Americans
can unmake. That is the beauty, the
pristine, glorious difference between this
Nation and so many unfortunate others
in the world. We can change our laws.
But, if we are to remain a Republic, we
must change our laws in the only way
they can be rightly changed; by the
legal means we, ourselves, have pre-
seribed.
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It cannot and must not be done at the
whim of the mob, as the result of the
blackjack, out of fear for violence, or to
appease any political group, no matter
how much their vote is coveted. And who
can doubt that too many men have fallen
prey to the passions these days have
aroused.

We are, even now, a-hoist our own
petard.

Because this administration and others
which have preceded it have encouraged
civil disobedience in the streets of our
own cities, we are unable to protest when,
in various cities around the world, our
embassies are sacked, the homes of our
officials attacked and they, themselves,
subjected to indignities and humilia-
tions.

Oh, we write a little pink note to some
obscure official, but our protests have
no backbone in them and the offending
nation knows it. They must say to them-
selves: “If the Washington Government
finances and encourages civil diso-
bedience in the name of ecivil rights in
their own cities, why can we not finance
and encourage civil disobedience in front
of their embassy or their information
office or the home of their representa-
tive?”

It is a good question. Why should they
not,?

This, my friends, is the reason we get
tongue-in-cheek apologies when we make
our feeble protests.

Mr. Lawrence'’s editorial continues:

Unfortunately, the “demonstrations” have
been led by men who should know better.
The leaders have included not merely protag-
onists for meritorious causes, but clergymen
who, while preaching nonviolence, have
closed their eyes to the incitement to vio-
lence which results from street demonstra-
tions and, in some cases, from defiance of
the law itself.

If Mr. Lawrence is not making direct
reference to Martin Luther King, then I
will do it for him. This so-called man
of peace has the blood of hundreds on
his hands because of the violence, the
hatred, and the lawlessness which he has
brought to this Nation.

I ask you if these, for instance, are the
words of a peaceful, nonviolent man:

It is time for us to say to these white
businessmen, “If you don't do something
about it we will engage in broader forms of
civil disobedience.”

This is the statement of Martin Luther
King less than a month ago.

Does a man of peace send women and
children into the streets at the head of
his mobs, knowing full well that their
disobediences will inflame the people and
put their very lives in jeopardy? Does a
man of God conduct himself in this
manner?

The answer is obvious. He does not.

In the Beatitudes it says, “Blessed are
the peacemakers.” It does not say,
“Blessed are the troublemakers.”

Continuing the editorial:

It has been argued that the police in the
South are prejudiced. But how can we ex-
plain the outbreaks in cities like Chicago
and New York, where the officers of the law
have been attacked and, indeed, where the
cry of police brutality has been raised? Yet
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the handling of disorders and incidents that
may lead to violence is the duty of the local
police, We cannot delegate it to a national
police force.

Understandably, demonstrations get pub-
licity from coast to coast and are designed
to mobilize public opinion behind worthy
causes. But does this mean that we cannot
utilize effectively the public forum, the
printed word of the press, and the spoken
word of radio and television? Cannot a
righteous cause be successfully or persua-
sively espoused except by mobs in street
demonstrations or by fanatics who have car-
ried their campalgn of intimidation even to
the inside of the White House, only to be
dragged out by police and arrested when they
ignored requests to leave?

Have we had a dispassionate discussion of
the race problem itself? Have we endeavored
to make people on both sides of the con-
troversy in other sections of the country, as
well as in the South, aware of the complex
nature of a social problem of this kind?

Essentlally, the prejudices that are ex-
pressed on racial issues are not really based
upon ethnic differences. They are based on
the differences between man and man, Seg-
regation has reflected a custom-—a habit of
our people—not merely in the South but also
in the North. Gradually, the laws have de-
creed that the principle of segregation is
invalid.

But can the principle of integration bhe
applied by law to the satisfaction of all who
have felt the sting of discrimination? Isn't
there also & problem in human relationships,
in educating individuals, and in paving the
way for better understanding between all
groups in the Nation? And can this be ac-
complished better by mob viclence than by
the processes of reason?

Does anyone who is familiar with life in
a southern community believe that there is
hate in the hearts of a preponderant number
of the citizens toward any race or population
group? Even in the days of rigid segrega-
tion, whether in railroad stations or in hotels
or in restaurants or in schools, the relations
between whites and Negroes were far better
in many parts of the South than they have
become in recent years in the North.

The key to a solution of the racial prob-
lem in community life lies in a better under-
standing of human nature. Does anyone
who has studied this problem in the South
or elsewhere think for a moment that white
people who have known Negroes over the
years and have had personal and business
relations with them are bent on inflicting
hardships upon them, such as a denial of
facilities for travel or of hotel accommoda-
tions or of an opportunity to get a job?

One finds that the responsible individual,
irrespective of race, who is able to conduct
himself or herself honestly and with due re-
gard for the rights of others invariably wins
friends who remaln true to that friendship,
not for just a few years but throughout their
lives. Why is it that we cannot widen this
relationship to that of a community? Minis-
ters of the gospel might better devote them-
selves to this task than to participation in
street riots.

The race question will never be solved with
a policeman’s club any more than by sit-ins
or other incitement to disorder and mob
violence.

We are dealing with the facts of life. Some
of the demonstrations have turned out to be
a form of organized tragedy—a way of in-
flaming rather than cooling passions. If this
is continued, the end result can only be a
retrogression, an emergence of hate and bit-
terness on a wide scale, with the ultimate
loss of the objective itself. }

There is a right way and a wrong way.
The rule of reason is the right way. ‘“Dem-
onstrations” provoecative of violence are the
WIOng way.
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This, Mr. Speaker, is a logic which can-
not be refuted, no matter what demagog-
ic attempts any man may make.

The rule of reason is the rule of democ-
racy. Anything less is despotism.

The Shreveport Times, in an editorial
last Sunday, March 14, summarized the
lawlessness of the demonstrations in Ala-
bama in these words:

THE BLOODY RACIAL PICTURE

When the Federal civil rights law was en-
acted and President Johnson was elected to
4 years “on his own,” it seemed possible
that a modicum of sanity might make its
way into the whole national raclal picture—
not all of it eivil rights—from Boston to San
Diego, and from Alabama and Mississippl to
Washington, Boston, Chicago, San Francisco,
and Los Angeles,

Some dared to hope last fall that the
moratorium placed on racial demonstrations
by the national Negro leaders during the
presidential campalgn—as a means of help-
ing the Johnson-Humphrey ticket—would be
continued. The Negroes had gained their
civil rights law and their Federal election
objectives.

But now we have had 8 weeks of demon-
strations in Alabama which created ten-
slons eventually setting the scene for the
horrible clubbing to death at Selma of a
white Boston minister by white hoodlums.
Earlier, the whole national racial scene be-
came inflamed with the assassination of a
national Negro leader by other Negroes. The
records of 1963-64 show more than 2,500
raclal demonstrations In 40 States, with
blood flowing in a majority of those States.
The bloody record includes whites killed by
Negroes and Negroes killed by whites; Na-
tional Guardsmen in uniform and on duty
wounded by Negro gunfire.

Three things stand out in the whole hor-
rible picture of today:

1. The Federal Government itself, in vari-
ous elements, holds some responsibility for
some of the incidents at Selma which led
to bloodshed and murder. It must accept
that responsibility.

2. The equipping of Alabama State police
with such weapons as bullwhips to prevent
the Negro taking over and blocking of a
Federal-State highway last Sunday was
asinine.

3. We of the South are architects of at
least the foundation on which the present
repulsive racial structure in part of the
South has been built. Had the South lived
up to the “equal” part of the Supreme Court
“law of the land” of the 1890's as well as to
the “separate” portion of that high tribunal
decislon, it 1s unlikely that any of the pres-
ent national pleture would exist today in its
bloody form; and it is a national picture and
not just a southern picture.

BLOODY VIOLENCE IN KING'S WAKE

Whenever Martin Luther King, Jr., acts or
speaks, there seems to be a wake of violent
reaction which leads to bloody violence and
at times to killing. The Nobel Peace Prize
winner and preacher of nonviolence some-
how seems to be a sparkplug spewing a back-
fire of bloody tension. His Alabama activ-
ities quickly incited racial outbursts in Wash-
ington, New York, Chicago, Detroit, Los An-
gles, San Francisco, and Philadelphia—even
in the White House and on streets around it,
and in the Department of Justice.

The Federal Government angle in the cur-
rent picture is clear. Martin Luther King
defled a Federal court order when he led his
followers onto Highway 80 at Selma Tuesday
for a second effort to travel it to Montgom-
ery for 2 days and nights with 2,000 fol-
lowers. In the end he turned back. But in
Federal court he testified that Leroy Collins,
former Governor of Florida and now head of
the Federal Government’s Community Rela-
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tions Commission, told him “it would be all
right to march” despite the Federal injunc-
tion, and gave him a route map to follow.

If Martin Luther Eing flouted the court
order—which he did—so did Mr. Collins, in
instigating Mr, King to his action by telling
him he could take it with immunity, and
even mapping a proposed marching course.
Both clearly showed their contempt of a
Federal court. And Mr, Collins is an official
agent of the Federal Government. Mr, King
also admitted in court that he ordered school-
children to flout the Federal court by leaving
school to march on Tuesday.

Now, the Attorney General of the United
States says he will prosecute Alabama troop-
ers who turned back the Negroes. He made
this statement after Negroes and whites for
2 days blocked the entrance to his office. He
made it even as Negroes and whites demon-
strated in the White House by sitting down
inside and refusing to leave. A Bcreen was
set up so that Mrs. Johnson could pass them
in normal exit from or entrance to the White
House without possibility of annoyance.
Neither the President nor anyone else made
any effort to remove the White House demon-
strators until 7 hours later.

The White House is a national sanctuary in
being the residence of the President of the
United States—not merely of an individual
family. If Negro and other demonstrators
can move in and stay there for hours without
action to remove them, why can they not
move into every single residence In the
United States if they wish to do so?

This White House picture is one that cer-
tainly must make America a laughingstock
in the capitals of the world and among the
peoples of the world, black and white. It is
disgraceful, disgusting, and repulsive—not
only the sit-ins, but the failure of the Fed-
eral authorities to end it until the day
was done.

Had these demonstrators been white
Shriners or Boy Scouts or any others of white
complexion, they would have been rolled out
by the police in 30 seconds and, if necessary,
tossed over the White House fence. They
might have been given sanity tests, too.

Martin Luther King obviously wants Fed-
eral troops in Alabama. That has seemed to
be his ogbjective all along. If he keeps on
with his present course he should get them,
but he should get them to clear the Federal
highways and the streets and the communi-
ties of Negroes and whites who incite violence
as well as those who commit it.

Highway 80, which the Negroes sought to
use for their march from Selma to Mont-
gomery Sunday and Tuesday is part of the
Federal highway complex and is a Federal
national defense highway. It is the longest
all-weather highway in the Nation, It runs
between Savannah, Ga., on the Atlantic coast
and San Diego, Calif.,, on the Pacific coast.
In between, it connects Montgomery, Merid-
ian, Miss.; Jackson, Vicksburg, Monroe,
Shreveport, Dallas, Fort Worth, El Paso,
Tucson, and Phoenix.

Because of its nature, Highway 80 is sub-
ject to all kinds of regulations at Federal
and State enforcement levels. You cannot
camp on it, build fires on it, commit nuisance
on it, block traffic in any way on it; or in any
way endanger the life of anyone, shoot roman
candles, or disturb the peace. This applies
to the whole right-of-way as well as to the
concrete.

From coast to coast, it is one of the most
traveled roads in the Nation, It is filled 24
hours a day with high-speed cars and fast-
moving trucks.

MARCH WOULD HAVE ENDANGERED LIFE
To let 2,000 Negroes and their white back-
ers take over 50 miles of such a highway
for marching and camping for 2 nights would
be to Invite death not only among the 2,000,
but of motorists all along the line,

March 17, 1965

If 2,000 white Shriners or white Boy Scouts
had attempted such a march, there would
have been not one word of protest anywhere
in the Nation if they were removed at once
by all the physical force necessary.

But even as the White House squatters still
squatted, Attorney General Katzenbach an-
nounced he would bring Federal prosecution
of Alabama State troopers who sought to
keep Highway 80 clear for interstate wve-
hicle trafiic.

Governor Wallace was 100 percent right
in sending State troopers to keep this high-
way clear when Martin Luther King twice
sent his demonstrators—whites included—
to march over it. He was right in refusing
to let them use it in a way to block public
traffic, and thus in trying to protect their
lives and those of motorists from needless
and 1illegal risk, His troopers moved too
fast Sunday—under heavy tension—but
were exemplary Tuesday.

Negro and white preachers of the right-
eousness and nonviolence of racial demon-
strations have been saying that we are a
sick Nation of sick people living in a sick
civilization because everyone does not im-
mediately jump to attention in behalf of
the Negro rights cause.

If the time has come when the White
House, the Attorney General’s Office, a Fed-
eral court and law enforcement on through
to State and Federal public highways can
be flouted by Negro and white demonstra-
tors contrary to law, and with the Federal
Government giving encouragement to such
steps by making its only response a prom-
ise to try to jail law authorities trying to
halt the flouting in Alabama but using force
to end it in Washington, then we are a sick
country, a sick civilization.

President Johnson brought pride to many
when he announced he would not be black-
jacked by demonstrators, and the police
bodily hauled screaming Negroes and whites
from White House areas. Why is it wrong
for a Governor, a mayor, or a sheriff to do
the same thing? After all, an FBI agent
testified in an Alabama Federal court that
use of gas on Highway 80 was in the inter-
est of public safety.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the author of
this editorial. He has, in a relatively
few words, stripped away the frenzy, the
misjudgment and the hysteria which
have characterized this issue for so many
months and, indeed, years. As do all
editorials this one reflects the individual
thinking of the writer. But there is
little I or any other reasonable man
could dispute.

I cannot materially improve on what
he has written. I can only echo his
words when he states that, if the time
has come that this kind of lawlessness is
condemned in Washington but encour-
aged in other parts of the Nation, then
we are, indeed, a sick country and a sick
civilization.

In the wake of the tragedy that has
highlighted the past few weeks, comes
now the frantic and frenzied argument
that the solution to all the problems of
all the races is to take away from the
States the rights to govern themselves;
to elect their own officials.

What manner of hypocritical and
hysterical nonsense is there in such a
fallacious argument?

If there has been discrimination in ex-
ercising the voting privilege of any man,
solely on the basis of his color—and
there has been, in every section of the
Nation—then it is a violation of the Con-
stitution and cnly the courts have the
right to determine it.
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By the same logic, if there is to be any
change in the laws which govern the
gualifications of the voters, that change
must be made by the individual States,
for the Constitution expressly says that
such rights are reserved to them.

The courts—including the Supreme
Court—have repeatedly and even re-
cently, upheld the rights of the States
to prescribe voter qualifications.

A short time ago, the Supreme Court
unanimously upheld a literacy test used
in North Carolina as being within the
right of the State to prescribe. This,
mind you, was a unanimous decision.

The Constitution says that no man
shall be barred from voting on the basis
of his color alone and, Mr. Speaker, I

agree.

But the Constitution does not say that
every man has the right to vote—for
there is no such right. It is a privilege.

The people of New York have no
“right" to vote in an election in Califor-
nia, for instance. Those who do not own
property, have no “right” to vote in
bond issue elections. No voter has the
right to vote in the middle of the night
when the polls are closed. We must
wonder, however, if the legislation now
proposed gives him the right to register
in the middle of the night. A youth of
17 has no “right” to vote in any election.
Forty-nine States will not allow a youth
of 20 to vote.

These are just a few examples of the
restrictions which the States have al-
ways had the right to specify in laying
down the rules and regulations under
which elections are to be conducted.
There are many more.

The proposal which has been handed
the Congress today further opens the
door to absolute Federal control of every
election because it denies that the sov-
ereign States have the right to control
the election of its own officials—a right
clearly and unmistakably spelled out in
the Constitution of the United States.

If this legislation is passed, it will strip
the States of all their authority over
their own elections. When this is done,
the day cannot be far off when the States
will have no say over the qualifications
of its candidates and the decision as to
who can and who cannot seek office will
be decided in Washington.

I have repeatedly issued this warn-
ing for more than a decade.

The proposal we have been handed to-
day is undemocratic and it is unconstitu-
tional and I will oppose it with all my
strength.

I shall not be overcome.

ST. PATRICK, A SAINT FOR
TROUBLED TIMES

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONTE., Mr. Speaker, there have
been many and eloquent tributes made
in this Chamber today and throughout
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this great land of ours in honor of St.
Patrick. The celebration of his feast
day has always been an occasion for
gladness and rejoicing. While he truly
belongs to the sons of Erin, his appeal
is universal. I have never met an Irish-
man who resented observance of St.
Patrick's Day by anybody willing to open
his heart and let in a little Irish sunshine.

It occurs to me, too, that while St.
Patrick is an Irish hero, the image of this
humble missionary who, almost 1,500
years ago planted the seeds of faith and
brotherhood on Irish soil, may have its
greatest impact on America today.

For there are those among us who
find little to celebrate on this happy
day—who find little cause for gladness
and rejoicing. I have had occasion
within the last week to see for myself the
struggle in the faces of these people—the
struggle between hope and despair, be-
tween faith and resignation. I know in
my own heart what will win that strug-
gle. I can predict the outcome. But I
cannot predict how many hearts will be
broken along the way, how many faces
will lose forever the power to smile.

So it also occurs to me that St.
Patrick’s Day is a fitting time not only for
rejoicing and celebration, but for in-
spiration and rededication—a time to
borrow from St. Patrick more than his
gaiety and laughter. We must add a full
measure from his boundless faith in God
and man, from his unlimited patience,
and from his great wisdom.

LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS IS NEEDED

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Mizel may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr, MIZE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to introduce today a bill to increase bene-
fits under the Federal old-age, survi-
vors, and disability insurance system
and to make other needed improvements
in our social security program.

Because of deficit financing, unbal-
anced budgets, and rigged inflation, the
value and purchasing power of the dollar
have steadily declined since 1935 when
the social security program was estab-
lished. This erosion has amounted to 56
percent since that time. It is necessary,
therefore, and proper that the Social Se-
curity Act be amended to increase bene-
fits, to compensate for this decline in
purchasing power, and this bill will,
among other things, provide for an in-
crease in cash benefits.

Specifically, the benefits provided in
my bill include:

First. A T-percent increase in cash
benefits, with & minimum increase of $5
for the primary insurance amount.

Second. A minimum benefit of $35 for
many of those over age 72 who do not
Eeet the work requirements of present

W.

Third. Liberalization of the work test
in order to avoid penalizing the aged who
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might seek to supplement their social
security benefits with part-time jobs.

Fourth. Social security benefits for de-
pendents who are attending school up to
age 22, instead of age 18.

Fifth. Social security benefits for wid-
ows beginning at age 60, rather than
age 62.

Sixth. Liberalization of the gross in-
come upon which farmers may elect to
pay social security taxes.

Seventh. Recognition of the conscien-
tious objection of certain long-estab-
lished religious groups to the social secu-
rity concept.

VALLEY NEWS SCORES VA CON-
FUSION AS MISHMASH

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr, CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I sub-
mit for the REcorp an editorial from the
Lebanon, N.H., Valley News, which ex-
presses exactly the trouble with the Vet-
erans’ Administration’s proposal to cut
back its regional offices serving New
Hampshire—and other areas of the coun-
try as well.

The editorial is one of the best state-
ments I have seen on the problem of
overcentralization in government. In
this particular case, the VA has brought
forth no reasonable justification what-
ever to support its proposal—just a mish-
mash of confusing semantics, to quote
this excellent editorial. I oppose these
plans and shall continue to doso. I hope
all Members will read it and see how these
so-called improvements would affect the
veterans of New Hampshire.

CONFUSION IN THE VA

When Veterans’ Administration Director
William J. Driver stands in his Washington,
D.C,, office and looks at a map on his wall,
the upper valley may not appear to be any
great distance from Boston.

If he were a disabled veteran in an upper
valley community, the distance would be
immeasurably greater. And the contrast
between the highly human relationship he
has had with his local VA contact man, and
that relationship he will have with a Boston
letter opener who must of necessity regard
him as little more than a “C” number, can
g::ly widen the gap of understanding fur-

er.

Mr. Driver has said that “personal assist-
ance to veterans and their families (in Ver-
mont and New Hampshire) will remain un-
changed.”

Can this be so if the reglonal office in
‘White River Junction is to be closed?

In a letter to the New Hampshire Senate
Mr. Driver sald the White River Junction
office will remain open.

Does he mean that the regional setup will
remain?

Or does he mean that only a token office
with a token force of two or three people
will remain in White River to render service
to the whole vast area covered by the pres-
ent installation? ]

Banner headlines which proclaim that the
VA means to retain its New Hampshire and
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Vermont offices in White River and Man-
chester mean little without further explana-
tions. And thus far not even the President
(and Mr. Driver have seemed to agree on what
these further explanations are.

Our disabled veterans in the twin States
deserve more than the mishmash of confus-
ing semantics they've been getting from
Washington. So do the regional office per-
sonnel in White River and Manchester.

RESIDUAL OIL QUOTAS SHOULD GO

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
-unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the REcorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, on
March 10, 1965, I addressed the House
concerning the continuing problems im-
posed on New England by unfair residual
oil quotas; see page 4742 of the CONGRES-
s1oNAL REecorp, March 10, 1965. As I
pointed out, these quotas are extremely
unfair to New England and indeed the
entire eastern seaboard. Hopefully, they
will soon be abolished by this adminis-
tration which is doing so much for the
coal mining regions of this country and
the oil-producing regions of this country,
and so little for the consumer and so
little for New England. It is encourag-
ing to me that the message is getting
through to the people in my district.

William Rotch, the editor and publish-
er of the Milford Cabinet, recently wrote
a perceptive editorial on the subject.
The Littleton Courier, whose editor Jack
Colby has frequently spoken out against
the injustices of the residual oil quota,
has also commented perceptively on the
subject.

Because even now the decision by this
administration on residual oil quotas is
pending, I insert these editorials in the
Recorp in hopes that their message will
be read by those charged with this im-
portant decision.

[From the Milford Cabinet & Wilton
Journal, Mar. 25, 1965]
WaY GET EXCITED ABOUT RESIDUAL OIL?

Chances are that most people in New
mmpshire have never seen any residual oil
and would not recognize it if they did. Yet,
in Washington their Congressman is urging
the administration to lift quotas on the
amount of residual oil that can be lmported
and charging that New England industries
are bleeding to death in order to subsidize
the coal interests of the Appalachian States.

The residual oll story would appear to
shed some light on how politics can replace
the laws of supply and demand, of how
world trade can affect New Hampshire, and
why it makes sense to have Jim CLEVELAND
stand up in Congress and make speeches
calling for fewer restrictions on imported
fuels. What is it all about?

The Cleveland version of the story is ex-
plained in the adjoining column. But a few
days before we read his remarks we were
chatting with an engineer for one of the big
New York power companies. We asked him
to explain in simple language the problem of
residual oil and why we should get excited
about it. This explanation may be oversim-
plified, but for what it is worth we pass it
along,
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In the United States petroleum is refined
in huge technieally sophisticated plants that
break down the crude oil into a variety of
products. In some countries, Venezuela for
one, the refining process is not carried so far,
and after the gasoline is extracted what re-
mains is a heavy black substance known as
residual oil and valuable principally as an
industrial fuel. Most residual oil comes
from these foreign refineries and the amount
that can be imported into the United States
is limited by quota.

“My company's plants are equipped to burn
either residual oil or coal,” our engineer
friend explained. “The oil is much cheaper
and we would prefer it, but we cannot get
enough. The Government guotas bear no
relation to our needs, or to the increasing de-
mands for electricity.

“The result is,” he went on, “that we burn
more and more coal. This is nice for the coal
companies, and perhaps it helps Appalachia,
but never forget that the cost is passed right
along to the consumer, and if the coal inter-
ests are being helped it is only at the expense
of the people who use our electricity.”

This explanation ties in with what Jia
CLEVELAND has been saying in Washington.
By limiting imports of residual oil the ad-
ministration forces New England industries
to use a more expensive fuel. Chances are
the consumer never knows what is hitting
him; he just knows that prices keep going up.

BSo we elect a Congressman to go down to
Washington where we hope someone listens
when he declares that New England is will-
ing to pay its full share of the costs for the
national welfare, but it deeply resents the
constant and silent tribute it has to pay to
the special interests of the coal-producing
States.

[From the Littleton (NJH.) Courier, Mar. 18,
1065]

TRIBUTE TO SPECIAL INTERESTS

“We In New England are more than ready
as we have always been, to pay our share of
costs for the national welfare, but we deeply
resent and deplore this silent exaction of
tribute to special interests.”

Making this statement on the floor of the
House in Washington recently was Congress-
man James C. CLEVELAND, and reference was
being made to restrictions of residual oil
coming into New England. These controls
on a fuel so basic to our economy “are slowly
bleeding us" for the benefit of coal-produc-
ing areas, Congressman CLEVELAND charged.

The coal Industry today is vigorous and
healthy, with even brighter prospects ahead,
and the residual oll quotas could be dis-
carded completely without affecting the coal
areas. Yet it is these areas, representing
powerful economic and political blocs, that
are responsible for the continued mainte-
nance of the quotas that place a heavy finan-
cial burden on the consumer of fuel in New
England—with no relation to the economie
problem of our coal-producing areas.

“These same coal-producing areas have
won a huge Federal subsidy in the form of
the Appalachian bill” Congressman CLEVE-
LaND pointed out. *“Let me say that we in
New England are most sympathetic with the
economic problems of Appalachia. We, too,
are part of the Appalachian chain and we
know what it is like to lose whole Industries
on which the economie life of our communi-
ties depends. We are fighting back and mak-
ing a good fight. We do not ask the rest of
the country for speclal favors. But we do
ask for terms of fair competition,

“While our taxes will be taken to help fi-
nance this tremendous Appalachian program
for 11 States, we are also paying additional
tribute to the coal States In the form of high
fuel costs, unnecessarlly imposed through
the discriminatory residual oll quota system.

“New Englanders are being asked to sup-
port the Appalachla program, yet at the same
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time we are being forced to endure hardship
through the fuel policy imposed largely by
the power of the Appalachian coal States.”

As the Congressman points out, it is high
time that controls on a fuel so basic to the
New England economy be removed once and
for all. There is no room for discrimination
of this or any other kind.

ELDERCARE ACT OF 1965

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, if this
Congress is going to enact a program of
health care for the aged, we are going to
have to get the most for our money and
the greatest amount of protection for
our senior citizens. That is why I am
joining colleagues from hoth sides of the
aisle in introducing the Eldercare Act of
1965, a plan to authorize broad health
insurance coverage for elderly persons.

It would authorize Federal grants to
the States on a matching basis to help
persons 65 years of age and older to pay
the costs of health insurance if they
cannot afford or obtain it otherwise.
This legislation is designed to provide
insurance covering all of the services
required by our senior citizens, in con-
trast to the very limited benefits con-
tained in many of the bills proposing the
raising of social security taxes. Under
this bill the solvency of the social secu-
rity fund would not be endangered, and
the medical profession would not be led
closer to socialized medicine. Benefits
under this Government-financed insur-
ance plan could include not only pay-
ment of hospital and nursing home
charges, but also payment of other costs
such as surgical charges and drugs.
There would be no limit to the duration
of the coverage, thus providing protec-
tion against catastrophic illness.

The Eldercare Act of 1965 also is com-
pletely voluntary, and eligibility for ben-
efits would be determined on the basis
of a simple income statement from the
applicant, without any welfare type of
investigation. The individual State
would set minimum and maximum in-
come classifications, and all elderly per-
sons whose incomes fall below the mini-
mum limits would have their health
insurance paid entirely by the Govern-
ment. Those between the minimum and
maximum would pay a part of the cost
on a sliding secale, and those above the
maximum would pay their own pre-
miums, but would be eligible for the
insurance. Therefore, the taxpayers of
the Nation would not be forced to pay
for the health insurance premiums of
those who are financially able to pay for
their own.

Mr., Speaker, it is respectfully re-
quested that the Eldercare Act of 1965
be given serious consideration as a
workable and preferred answer to the
health care problems of our senior citi-
Zens.
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TAX TREATMENT OF TEACHERS

Mr, DICKINSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the genfleman
from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week I introduced a bill, H.R. 6275,
which is designed to correct certain in-
equities in current rulings by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service relating to tax de-
ductions for educational expenses of
teachers.

I am convinced that this legislation is
important and necessary to the teaching
profession, and that its enactment would
go a long way toward encouraging better
qualified teachers to remain within their
profession.

At the present time, under regulations
promulgated by the Internal Revenue
Service, expenditures made for education
are deductible only if made for the pur-
pose of, first, maintaining or improving
skills required in one’s employment,
trade, or business; or, second, meeting
an expressed requirement of the employer
as a condition of retaining one’s salary,
status, or employment.

In the case of a teacher, this means
that educational expenses can be de-
ducted only if the additional education is
necessary in order for the teacher to
maintain his current position. Accord-
ingly, deductions are allowed now if a
teacher is coerced by his supervisor to
return to college or if he is threatened
with loss of certification. But, if a teach-
er takes the initiative and returns to col-
lege voluntarily for the purpose of be-
coming a better qualified teacher, the
deduction is denied.

A teacher may deduct educational ex-
penses incurred to maintain his current
position, but a deduction is denied if
the additional education leads to a pro-
motion.

Surely, our existing tax regulations
present a strange paradox. At a time
when our Nation is becoming increasingly
aware of the need for more and better
trained teachers our tax regulations
actually penalize the very teachers who
are most interested in self-improvement
and advancement.

One group which is hit hard by the
present tax regulations are those who are
preparing for college teaching. In many
colleges and universities throughout the
country it is common to find part-time
teachers who are working toward ad-
vanced degrees. Instead of encouraging
part-time teachers to make the necessary
investment of time, energy, and money
to become qualified, full-time professors,
the present IRS rulings discourage them.

Of course, the IRS is limited by the
present language of the Internal Revenue
Code. Within the limits fixed by the law,
the IRS has tried to provide fair inter-
pretations; however, there remains an
abundance of confusion and controversy.
The existing confusion should be cleared
away by amending the law so that deduc-
tions by teachers for educational ex-
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penses can be based directly on the
Revenue Code.

If my bill were enacted, teachers would
no longer be required to rely upon IRS
interpretations; they could Ilook to
precise language in the Revenue Code.
Under my bill, deductible expenses would
include: tuition and fees, expense of
travel away from home, and up to $100
per year for books and related materials.
Such deductions could be claimed by
part-time or full-time teachers who un-
dertake academic work in accredited in-
stitutions of higher learning.

All deductions now available to teach-
ers under the present regulations would
be continued. However, my bill would
provide for important improvements in
the present tax treatment of teachers.

First. Under my bill, it would no
longer be necessary for a teacher to be
threatened with the loss of his position
in order to qualify for a deduction. A
teacher could pursue higher academic
study on his own initiative, and he would
be allowed to deduct his educational ex-
penses even though the additional educa-
tion might lead to a promotion.

Second. My bill would extend the
allowance of such deductions to part-
time teachers. This would be especially
helpful to those who teach part time
while pursuing a course of study leading
to an advanced degree. The provision
would ease the burden on many “ap-
prentice” college teachers.

Third. Under my bill, the deduction
allowable for travel would be extended to
include travel necessary in connection
with a course of study or work on an
academic degree. This would help the
teacher working on a thesis or disserta-
tion which requires out-of-school experi-
mentation and fieldwork.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this bill
should have the support of all who seek
to improve education. Surely, there is
no better way of achieving this goal than
to encourage teachers to continue their
education.

Mr. Speaker, the text of the bill, HR.
6275, follows:

HR. 6276
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to provide for deduction of certain
education expenses of teachers

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 162 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to trade or business expenses)
is amended by redesignating subsection (f)
as subsection (g) and by inserting after
:l.lbsection (e) the followlng new subsec-

on:

“(f) CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES OF
TEACHERS — i

“(1) In cENERAL—The deduction allowed
by subsection (a) shall include, in addition
to any deduction under the preceding sub-
sections, any eligible education expense pald
or incurred by the taxpayer in the taxable
year, if the taxpayer was a teacher during
such taxable year or during one of the four
preceding taxable years.

“(2) ELIGIBLE EDUCATION EXPENSE.—FoOr
purposes of this section the term ‘eligible
education expense’ means only an expense
paid or incurred—

“(A) for—

“(1) tultion and fees,

“(i1) travel away from home, and
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"(1i1) books and educational materials, re-
quired for a course for academic credit at
an institution of higher education or for an
academic degree at such an institution; or

“(B) for books and educational materials
related to the subject of any such course.
The amount deductible by reason of sub-
paragraph (B) ehall not exceed $100 in any
taxable year.

“(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS—For purposes of
this section—

“(A) The term ‘teacher’ means a person
compensated for full-time or part-time pro-
fessional services, related to an instructional
program, at an institution of higher educa-
tion, an elementary school, or a secondary
school. Such term Iincludes teachers, li-
brarians, guidance counselors, supervisors,
and administrators.

“(B) The term ‘institution of higher edu-
cation’ has the same meaning as such term
has in the first sentence of section 193(b) of
the National Defense Education Act of 1958,

“(C) The terms ‘elementary school’ and
‘secondary school' have the same meaning
as such terms have in sections 103(g) and
103(h), respectively, of the National Deiense
Education Act of 1958."

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply only with respect to expenses
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning
after the date of enactment of this Act.

THE DUTCHMAN WHO WROTE
“WHEN IRISH EYES ARE SMILING”

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RooNEY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, this is the day when we Ameri-
can Irish proudly celebrate a great tra-
dition of freedom, good humor, and de-
votion to the cause of the Great Society.

In good conscience I could not let this
day pass without paying tribute to the
man who wrote the words to one of the
songs we are going to be hearing through-
out the day and night.

The song is “When Irish Eyes Are
Smiling.”” And the man who wrote it—
a fine gentleman named George Graff—
is a resident of my congressional district.

Now, being Irish, and being proud of
it, I should like nothing better than to
tell you that Mr. Graff is equally Irish.
But I must, in all candor, admit that he
is Irish only by adoption.

Mr., Graff is, I am told, a Dutchman
and I know that he is proud of his an-
cestry. Quite frankly, I do not care
what part of this great world his parents
may have come from, for it is obvious to
us all that he has enriched our continent
with some of the finest and most, lasting
lyrics we have heard. .

I just want to pause for a minute here
today to pay tribute to George Graff, who
]fi;es in Stroudsburg, in Monroe County,

Mr. Graff has been a creative and con-
structive leader in his community for
many years. He is a man of such wit and
humor, I believe that he will enjoy cele-
brating this St. Patrick’s Day, 1965,
among the many other celebrities and
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honorable citizens whose names will find
their way into these pages.

To George Graff, the Irish of America
and the world cannot help saying a warm
and affectionate word of thanks.

ATR POLLUTION AND THE NUMBERS
GAME

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DENT] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, when an in-
dustry begins to fight a competition for
a given market, it no longer should have
Federal subsidies or privileges not ac-
corded to its competitors.

Up until now, moneys spent for de-
velopment and research by the Govern-
ment can be justified when a search is
being made for a thing of value for all
the people.

We place nucleonics in this category.
Our taxpayers’ moneys without much
restriction on amounts aid in the de-
velopment of this potential industrial
giant.

Now we find that persons, most of
whom contributed little of their worldly
goods to its development, are seeking
to use the new found source of energy
to drive out of the energy market the
coal, gas, and oil industries while still
enjoying in some instances the benefit
of public funds.

Heat is heat and light is light, and
when in the normal use of these re-
quired elements an industry can become
a monopoly, then it is time we look at
the costs—the costs in man work, invest-
ment, and the development of further
uses of the competing fuels.

Certainly with over a thousand years
of known reserves in coal, it is no time
to allow Government-sponsored com-
petition to develop a scare-type cam-
paign to do what it cannot do on a
strictly cost-economy base.

I am reminded of the TV and press
media claims of the various headache
and pain remedies. They are getting so
bad in these advertising name-calling
sessions that a listener needs a headache
tablet when they get off the air.

Frankly, the sum and substance of the
nucleonics editorial is an appeal for
other Government agencies to push coal
out of the competitive market as a health
hazard.

Funny thing about that; this country

became pretty much of a leader in every-
thing all over the world before nucleonics
ever entered the picture.
* I have voted for funds for all research
and development projects and probably
will continue to do so but I draw the line
at our modern era's disregard for the
richts of others and below-the-belt
punching by a fighter who is not even
listed on the fight card.

I present for the REcorp correspond-
ence from the National Coal Policy Con-
ference and enclosures for the Members
of the Congress.
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NatiowaL Coar Poricy
CONFERENCE, INC.,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1965.

PHILIP SPORN STRONGLY PROTESTS NUCLEONICS
EDITORIAL URGING INDUSTRY RAISE AIR POLLU-
TION ISSUE TO FIGHT COAL

In the newsletter of February 25, 1965, we
called attention to an editorial which ap-
peared in Nucleonics Week urging the civil-
ian nuclear power industry to launch a cam-
palgn to “sell” atomic powerplants on the
clean-air issue.

“The one issue on which nuclear power can
make an invincible case is the air pollution
issue,” the editorial stated. "It is clear that
nuclear powerplants, as ‘clean air plants,’
have a claim to earn the public’s positive
preference as long as 19,000 persons are Killed
each year from the effects of smoke from
fossil fuels, not counting such occasional
catastrophes as the 5,000 killed at Donora,
Pa., in 1948."

The problems faced by nuclear plants are
not technical or economiec, but rather that
of siting, the editorial stated. Other argu-
ments, such as safety and economy of opera-
tion, are not persuasive when they come up
against the public concern about location of
nuclear plants in heavily populated areas,
the editorial pointed out, and the only issue
which can overcome these fears, and bring
about construction of nuclear plants in
urban areas, is that of “clean air.”

The editorial, in essence, urged the nuclear
industry to launch a “fear campalgn’ based
upon the danger to public health from pollu-
tion of the air due to burning coal and oil in
powerplants.

Mr. Phillp Sporn, chairman of the system
development committee of the American
Electric Power Co., and a foremost authority
on  electric power generation, took sharp
exception to the Nucleonics Week editorial.
Because of the great interest the coal In-
dustry has in_this problem, a copy of Mr.
Sporn’s letter to J. D. Luntz, publisher of the
publication, is enclosed. Mr. Sporn points
out in his letter that the coal industry has
not attempted to fight nuclear power by
raising the issue of safety.

Also enclosed is a letter written by Mr.
Luntz in reply to Mr. Sporn’s protest. In his
letter Mr, Luntz admitted that the editorial
used “erroneous statistics” and that the edi-
torial “overstated the case.” Yet, the tone of
the letter clearly indicates that this influen-
tial publieation, known as the “Bible of the
nuclear power industry,” will continue to
urge a “fear campalgn” on air pollution to
sell nuclear power.

By general agreement, the coal industry
has refused to exploit the fears of the public
aroused by proposals to locate nuclear plants
in populated areas. Instead, the coal indus-
try has based its program upon opposition to
Government subsidy of commercial nuclear
plants, which distort the normal competitive
relationships, and has urged that nuclear
power be required to stand on its own feet,
without help from the U.S. Treasury, as does
coal, oil, and natural gas when used as a fuel
for generating electricity.

Also enclosed is an article from the Oil
Daily of Monday, March 8, which also com-
ments on the use of questionable statistics
in the air pollution fight. Although the ar-
ticle did mnot directly comment on the
Nucleonics Week editorial, it does apply to
the same general subject.

JoserH E. Moony,
President,

AmEericaN Erectric Power Co., Inc.,
New York, N.Y., March 2, 1965.

Mr. JEroMmE D. LUNTZ,
Editor and Publisher Nucleonics Week,
New York, N.Y.

Dear JerrY: The other morning I plcked
up the February 25 Issue of Nucleonics Week
and was shocked to read on the front page
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the most irresponsible editorial that I have
ever seen in the nuclear press. In my judg-
ment, the reckless use of unsupportable and
irrelevant statistics and the suggestion that
the nuclear industry should promote its own
public image of safety by waging a campaign
to condemn the public health aspects of an-
other segment of the energy industry repre-
sents the most reprehensible kind of jour-
nalistic sensationalism and irresponsibllity.

Several years ago it appeared that the nu-
clear and coal industries were on the verge
of engaging in a vitriolic and uneducated
campalgn in mutual recriminations and al-
legations of unsafe operations by the other.
Fortunately, good sense prevailed and we
avoided the kind of destructive uninformed
conflict which could only have resulted in
great harm to the public and to both these
industries, each of which, in my judgment,
has ahead of it the responsibility of playing
a vital role in the future energy supply of the
United States. You cannot imagine how dis-
mayed I am to find Nucleonics Week, which
I have considered to be a responsible, mature
publication, igniting these self-defeating fires
and intensifying this conflict.

Undoubtedly an important job of educa-
tion needs to be done to familiarize the pub-
lic with the facts regarding nuclear safety so
that they do not react in panic to proposals
to construct nuclear plants. One of the ways
in which this job of education will be accom-
plished is through the construction and safe
operation of a regularly and consistently in-
creasing number of nuclear plants, at first
somewhat removed from large centers of
population. It seems to me that, slow as it
may appear, the nuclear industry needs to
approach the matter of plant location with
some modesty until it accumulates a mount-
ing and impressive backlog of experience in
safe operation of nuclear plants. In any
case, the safety of nuclear plants needs to be
demonstrated on its own merits and not by
attacking the fossil-fuel plant with mislead-
ing data and making absurd statements about
the relative number of people each type of
plant will allegedly kill,

Over the years I may have had some in-
fluence with the leaders of the coal industry
in convinecing them that they, too, must com-
pete with nuclear power on its merits and
not by raising an unsupportable or unjustifi-
able hue and cry regarding safety. But
surely, if we are to avoid the regrettable con-
sequences for the country of a public engage-
ment In foolish, venemous attacks by the
fossil-fuel and nuclear industries on each
other a code of responsible behavior needs
to be accepted on both sldes. We can hardly
expect the coal industry to refrain from rais-
ing ill-advised questions regarding the safety
of nuclear plants unless the nuclear industry
will also accept the obligation to behave re-
sponsibly.

As one of the leading publications of the
nuclear industry, Nucleonics Week should be
expected to take the lead in encouraging such
responsible behavior on the part of the nu-
clear industry. Instead, to my deep dismay
and great regret, I now find Nucleonics Week
trying to attain leadership among the irre-
sponsible purveyors of irrational fear,

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP SPORN.
NucLEonNICs,
March 4, 1965,

Dear PHIL: I very much appreciate your
taking the time to glve me your thoughtful
reaction to our February 25 Nucleonics Week
editorial., Needless to say, I am deeply dis-
tressed at your belief that our editorial will
have an effect opposite to the one we were
seeking, which was the encouragement of
public understanding and the growth of a
national power system in a way that would
serve the public interest best.

Before receiving your letter, I had already
come to the conclusion that the use of the
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statistics we carried distorted the picture.
This conclusion was reinforced by the fact
that I found that the figures were in error.
‘We have already written a correction on this
to appear in our next issue. I am enclosing
a copy of it.

But on the central issue—whether one
should raise the problem of air pollution at
this time—my feeling is that air pollution
from whatever source should be a matter of
increasing public concern.

Because we are at a point where serious
consideration is being given to the location
of large nuclear powerplants near and in
large urban centers, it is vital, I believe, that
the public be provided with as much factual
data as possible on the potential effect on
the public well-being of different types of
powerplants.

The effect of nuclear powerplants on the
public health and safety should be evaluated
thoroughly. And so should the effect of
fossil-fired stations. 1

There are some locations where the poten-
tial hazards from air pollution are suffi-
clently great that, on this basis alone, it
may be more desirable for a nuclear station
to be built.

In fact, just last week, a very responsible
electric utility official, Mr. M. L. Waring,
senlor vice president, Consolidated Edison
Co., made this point as follows:

*Most important of all, however, is the
advantage atomic power holds over fossil
fuels in the area of air pollution control.
Atomic power completely eliminates the pol-
lutants assoclated with the burning of coal
and oil. Where air pollution is a problem,
and 1t is a growing one, not only in New
York but in many cities, atomic powerplants
are an ideal solution to the long-term needs
of energy supply. Heat from atomic reactors
will provide both electricity and steam for
their many uses, all without adding to the
problems of air pollution control.”

Although I apologize to you and our other
readers for our having overstated the case
with the use of erronecus statistics, I do
firmly belleve that it is in the public interest
and In the interest of our Nation for there
to be a scientific study of the contribution
to alr pollution of the operation of power
plants of all types. Then, according to the
needs of a particular city or area, a more
responsible decision can be made on the type
of plant that should be bullt.

Sincerely yours,
J. D. LuNTZ.

CORRECTION

We want to correct an error of fact and
emphasis contained in an editorial that ap-
peared in our February 25 issue,

We recommended that the U.S. Public
Health Service undertake a sclentific study
of the air pollution problem and report to
the public on its findings. We suggested
that the effect of both fossil-fired and nuclear
powerplants be considered.

We expressed our own belief that the
effluent from fossil-fired powerplants is an
important contributor to the problem. In
doing so, we sald that 19,000 persons are
killed each year from the effects of smoke
from fossil fuels, not counting such occa-
sional catastrophes as the 5,000 killed at
Donora, Pa., in 1948.

In our March 4 issue, we pointed out that
we had been mistaken in saying that the
5,000 deaths had occurred in Donora. The
city was London, in 1 week in 1952, when
there were 4,000 to 5,000 deaths attributed
to air pollution.

In addition, further checking of our figures
reveals that the figure of 19,000 deaths refers
to an estimate of annual deaths from all
sources of air pollution, not just those from
the smoke from fossil-fired power stations
(see Nucleonics, Jan. 1964, p. 18, for estimate
based on U.S. Senate hearings).
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In our further research, we talked to
Vernon G. MacKenzie, Chief, Division of Air
Pollution, U.S. Public Health Service, who
told us: “I don't think there’s any question
that air pollution to which powerplants con-
tribute is definitely a public health hazard.
But it's very difficult to prove quantitative
numbers because you are dealing with
factors of multiple causation, and to say
that any one factor in this area was a speclfic
cause rather than one of multiple contribu-
tors is not susceptible of proof now or in the
future. There is no question but that pol-
lutants that are definitely a public health
hazard come from powerplants using fossil
fuels; but to tie it down quantitatively is
not feasible right now.”

It is because of this lack of quantitative
data that we continue to recommend that a
thorough study be undertaken.

The EDITOR.

[From the Oll Daily, Mar. B, 1965]

PeTROLEUM TECHNOLOGY EcOoNOMICS: AIR
POLLUTION AND THE NUMBERS GAME

(By Jeff Hunnicutt)

Misleading nature of much of the air
pollution propaganda now circulating dem-
onstrated by numerical analysis of recent
technical soclety paper treating with con-
tamination by sulfur dioxide.

What this petroleum Industry sorely
needs—along with the steel, coal, paper, and
other industries with vital interests at
stake—Iis a coordinated and knowledgeable
central debunking agency.

The sole function of this agency would be
to counteract the growing mountains of mis-
leading—and sometimes downright errone-
ous—air pollution propaganda being dumped
on the Great Soclety in the sweet name of
clean air, sparkling pure water, study con-
tracts for the devoted, and votes for the
righteous.

As we envision it, the agency would be
staffed with industry people who are at least
as erudite (not a large order) as the ever-
well-intentioned purveyors of hysteria who
frequently find they can accomplish more by
misdirection and the creation of illusions
than they can with cold, hard facts.

As a stopgap measure until the central
debunking agency can be created and start
functioning, we tender the services of this
column and a sample of the confused and
misleading material that should be the
CDA's first order of business, to wit:

Some 10 days ago, during American In-
stitute of Chemical Engineers annual meet-
ing in Houston, a paper was presented on the
general subject of air pollution by sulfur
dioxide. The 16-page paper can be sum-
marized by the statement that the major
sources of sulfur dioxide released to the at-
mosphere in 1963 some 23,370,000 tons of
S0, in the continental United States.

That 23.3 million tons is a most impres-
sive figure. It is even sufficiently large to
bedazzle Washington, where they prefer to
talk in terms of billlons. Any way you
slice the statistics It adds up to a whale
of a lot of SO,.

But let us have a second thought.

Having consulted the World Almanac, we
find that the land area of the United States
is slightly over 3 million square miles. As-
suming a cover over this area at an alti-
tude of 1,000 feet, we converted the 23 mil-
lion tons to volume.

We then assumed instantaneous release
and complete and thorough mixing in this
U.S. “chamber"” and wound up with an SO0,
concentration in the order of 3.15 parts per
million—which is just about the concentra-
tion of sulfur dioxide in New York City air
during the winter.

Having generated the concentration once,
using up all of the aforementioned 23 mil-
lion tons of sulfur dioxide to do it, we in-
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vite you to play with the theory of how long
it takes the “chamber” to be exhausted or
washed out with rain and then have alr
completely free of SO, for the remainder of
the 3656 days.

Obviously these total figures are meaning-
less. Conditions must be evaluated on a
local community basis. The figures do
serve, however, to make our point:

It is entirely possible to use numbers to
prove almost anything you want.

With all seeming modesty, be it known
that inspiration for this method of an
analysis did not originate with us. We like
it, however, and we submit that 3.15 parts
per million is a figure substantially less hys-
teria laden than 23,370,000 tons of SO,.

ST. PATRICK'S DAY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. MiNisH] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, today,
once again, we rise in special recognition
of Ireland’s beloved patron saint, the
courageous, dedicated St. Patrick, whose
love of God and love of freedom changed
the destiny of Gaul.

Born in Britain in about the second
century, he was brought as a young boy
to Ireland—as a Gaulish captive and
trophy of war. Years later he returned
by choice to that beautiful land and
stayed to become one of her greatest
Irishmen and one of the great men of the
world.

St. Patrick brought Christianity to
Ireland. And so effective were his la-
bors that by the time of his death the
people of that land were not only pre-
dominately Christian, but held in their
hearts a spirit that would endure from
generation to generation. He gave the
Irish a deep understanding of the two
great and related concepts of faith and
freedom. He taught them the love of
God, the love of justice, and the love of
freedom.

One of the secrets of the wonderful
power wielded by St. Patrick was his
rare combination of the spiritual with
the human. Among saints, Patrick was
eminently saintly, but among human be-
ings, he was very, very human,

It has been written that his shining
virtues made him kin of the angels. But,
as the historian Seumas MacManus
points out:

His human frallties—his passionateness,
his impetuosity, his torrential anger against
tyrants, his teeming fierceness against sin-
ners in high place, his biting scathe and
burning scorn—made men feel that he was
a brother to all men—especially to all Irish-
men. It wasonly a man of such terrible pas-
sion and such ineffable tenderness who could
have gained, as quickly as Patrick did, com-
plete moral ascendanecy over the Irish na-
tion—so amazingly compelling their alle-
glance, obedience, faith, belief, and trust.

This Irish spirit, or the spirit of St.
Patrick, has endured years of sorrow
and oppression as the Irish fought brave-
ly for sovereignty. It has endured the
waves of Irish migration to other lands.
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And where they settled it was a spirit
contagious to those around them. They
were among the pioneers of the spirit of
American liberty.

The earliest recorded celebration of
St. Patrick’s Day on American soil was
held in Boston in 1737, more than a quar-
ter of a century before the signing of the
Declaration of Independence; and of the
signers of that historic document many
were of Irish descent.

During the Revolution, it has been es-
timated that the Irish made up the larg-
est element in General Washington's
forces. When the British evacuated
Boston on St. Patrick's Day, 1776, and
the colonists marched victoriously into
the city, the password of the day was
“Boston” and its countersign ‘“‘St. Pat-
rick.”

The Irish have influenced for the good
every phase of American life—the
church, the courtroom, the laboratory,
the school, the marketplace, and the pub-
lic platform. It is amazing to consider
that of the 36 Presidents of these United
States, 11 have proudly claimed their
Irish blood. Andrew Jackson, Ulysses
S. Grant, James Polk, James Buchanan,
Chester A. Arthur, Grover Cleveland,
William MecKinley, Woodrow Wilson,
Warren G. Harding, Harry S. Truman,
and John F. Eennedy—all had Irishmen
among their ancestry.

The untold contributions of the Irish
people to this country cannot be meas-
ured. But, today, as Americans of every
racial background and national origin
wear a bit of green, we will remember
with pride and special thanks the bless-
ings of our Irish heritage and the spirit
of St. Patrick.

ST. PATRICK'S DAY TRIBUTE

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BorLanD] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the com-
ing of St. Patrick to Ireland, 15 cen-
turies ago, had a profound effect upon
the destiny of that beautiful island. It
also had far-reaching effects upon our
entire civilized world.

St. Patrick gave to the Irish a deep
and abiding faith in the teachings of
Christianity. But he also gave them a
passionate love of justice and freedom;
and he gave them the love of knowledge.

When the dark ages settled over Eu-
rope, it was the enlightened sons of Ire-
land who turned their strength to the
cultivation of letters and morals, to the
preservation of ancient documents. It
was they who became the teachers of
literature, languages, astronomy, archi-
tecture, poetry, and music. From the
fifth to the ninth century, Ireland led the
the nations of Europe in keeping bright
the lamps of learning, and earned, in-
deed, their title of the “Island of Saints
and Scholars.”
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During the centuries to follow, every
upsurge in the continuous Irish struggle
for independence was followed by emi-
gration of refugees to other lands. And,
to the countries which received them
they gave their abundant history, cour-
age, talent, loyalty, and vibrant “spirit
of St. Patrick.”

Colonists from Ireland were among the
first to settle on our North American
Continent. Among the brave group who
first landed with the Mawflower, history
tells us there were passengers “of Eng-
lish, Duteh, French, and Irish ancestry,
and thus typical of our national stock.”

As early as 1737 there are records of
St. Patrick’s Day celebrations in my own
State of Massachusetts; and in New York
records of similar festivities go back to
1762,

During the Revolutionary War, the
freedom-loving Irish were heavy con-
tributors—both monetarily and physi-
cally. It is estimated that more than a
quarter of Washington's forces were of
Irish descent, and that they composed
the largest element in the Continental
Army.

When elected as a member of the Sons
of St. Patrick, George Washington said:

I accept with singular pleasure the ensign
of so frlendly a soclety * * * a society dis-
tinguished for the firmest adherence to our
cause.

During the years since, the Irish im-
migration to this country has doubled
and redoubled; and these warmhearted,
energetic people have been a welcome
:.nd enriching addition to our popula-
ion.

Today, in America, our citizens of
Irish descent number more than 20 mil-
lion; and almost 2 million among us
were born on Irish soil. This great
wealth of human talent has contributed
to every field of American life. It is im-
possible to think of any area which the
Irish have not blessed.

St. Patrick’s Day holds special signifi-
cance, not only for the Irish Americans,
but for all of us. And today, I rise in
proud tribute to them, to our Irish
neighbors across the sea and to their
beloved patron saint, St. Patrick.

ST. PATRICK’'S DAY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. FArNUM] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. FARNUM. Mr. Speaker, it is
widely known that St. Patrick was not
Irish. Every land that could possibly
have a claim on him calls him its own
today. But, like many among us of di-
verse nationalities, Bishop Patrick him-
self chose to become spiritually Irish out
of affection for a people who were as
appealing in his day as in ours.

The saying is that St. Patrick chased
the snakes out of Ireland. He did more
than that. Absent from Ireland are the

March 17, 1965

dormouse, the water shrew, five species
of troublesome bats found in nearby
England, and all reptiles and amphibians
except the gentle brown lizard, the velvet
newt, the handsome natterjack, and an
especially melodious species of frog.

He was careful to leave in Ireland
animals unknown elsewhere, including
the delightful stoat, the Irish dipper, and
six species of char plus three of pollan.
For their food and enjoyment, he left
the liverworts and the marsh orchids.

It is a slander to describe those who
greeted St. Patrick as wild men of the
hills. History tells us that they were a
people celebrated throughout the ancient
world for attributes that mark many of
their descendants today.

A very dear friend of mine, and a
widely known Michigan citizen, Edward
McNamara of the Livonia McNamaras,
would not mind I feel sure, if I applied
to him today Caesar’s description of the
Irish who put out the welcome mat for
St. Patrick.

Caesar’s praise was long and fulsome
but it can be summed up by calling the
Irish of his day a politically astute,
judicious people. Which is a fitting
description of Ed McNamara and of
many others of my constituents who
were born to wear the green.

Another ancient, Sotion, wrote of the
reputation of the Irish as philosophers
throughout the Roman-Greek world.
Another of my good friends, C. Patrick
Quinn, of the Union Lake Quinns, a life-
long fighter for freedom for any denied
it, could hardly disagree with that. The
land of “saints and scholars,” he might
say, had its role in the modern world
foreshadowed in the ancient one.

C. Patrick Quinn might, indeed, go a
step farther and, with a deep bow to St.
Patrick, subscribe substantially to the
ideas in the ethical doctrine honored in
pre-Christian Ireland:

Be plous toward God; do not do injury to
anyone, and practice bravery.

Practicing bravery is one of the best
things C. Patrick Quinn, and many oth-
ers born to wear the green, do.

What has just been cited was the basic
doctrine of Druidism as practiced in Ire-
land. Irish Druids were judges, teach-
ers, seers; There is no mention that the
Irish Druids ever engaged in such un-
glouth actions as practicing human sacri-

ce.

In Ireland, as Caesar noted, the
Druids attributed immortality to the hu-
man soul. Druids studied as long as 20
years before feeling qualified to' give
judgments at ceremonies in the deep
woods amid mistletoe, the yew, the row-
an, and the hazel.

It was easy for followers of Irish
Druidism to see the point in Bishop
Partick’s message. The fact is that St.
Patrick arrived in the vear 432 and by
439, only 7 years later, there was need
for three additional bishops,

The debt that civilization owes Ireland
since that date is well known and widely
celebrated. It is not necessary again to
tell of the cultural heritage left to us
from the monastery scriptorium, from
the work of the poet and bard, from the
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craftsman famed throughout the ancient
world for metalworking skills.

Another debt the world owes the Irish
is for furnishing an example of fortitude
under oppression. It is almost incredi-
ble to think that having welcomed an
invader as a religious liberator in the
year 1155, the Irish year after year, and
decade after decade, and century after
century afterward never faltered in at-
tempts to throw off the yoke of oppres-
sion which had fallen upon them,

What they did in becoming the first
small nation to gain freedom from a
world power has inspired many other op-
pressed lands to push successfully
struggles to gain the natural rights of
man.

Let us be hopeful on this March 17, Mr.
Speaker, that not only will the oppressed
look to Ireland for inspiration but that
also the oppressors will look to the Em-
erald Isle for something completely dif-
ferent, a warning. The warning is that
when men love freedom, and are willing
to sacrifice to attain it, the forces of evil
cannot finally prevail.

VOTER, REGISTRATION

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. MoNaGaN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to give notice to the House that I have
introduced a bill, H.R. 6254, the purpose
of which is to secure for all American
citizens the right to vote, which is guar-
anteed in the Constitution.

It is a fact that today qualified Amer-
icans are prevented from voting because
of the color of their skin and the guaran-
tees of our Constitution concerning the
political rights of citizens of the United
States are being flaunted. This condi-
tion must not continue.

Both the Supreme Court and the Con-
gress have clearly and overwhelmingly
indicated their concept of the policy of
the U.S. Government in the field of vot-
ing rights. The Congress in the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 sought to place on the
statute books legal sanctions which
would make the voting right a practical
rather than a theoretical one. Unfor-
tunately, national intent and national
good will and the good will of many peo-
ple in the controversial States themselves
have not been sufficient to bring about
legal registration of all qualified citizens.
For this reason it is necessary that the
Congress now take further action to pro-
vide sufficient strength to frustrate the
efforts of those who would circumvent
the objectives which the ecivil rights bill
put into law. President Johnson has
eloquently stated the objectives of the
administration and those who guide the
Nation and I subscribe to them. I sin-
cerely hope that my bill or similar leg-
islation will pass so that it will no longer
be possible in the 20th century to say
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that citizens of the United States are not
al]:g:ed to vote because of an accident of
birth.

RAIL FREIGHT CAR SHORTAGE

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. Uriman] may extend
his remarks at this point in the RECORD
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I intro-
duce today legislation designed to relieve
the detrimental shortage of railroad
freight cars which continues to inflict
hardship and economic loss on Oregon,
the Pacific Northwest, and other national
centers of lumber, farm, and mine pro-
duction.

In 1964 the cumulative effect of freight
car shortages, increasing steadily since
World War II, forced the Interstate
Commerce Commission to promulgate
unprecedented emergency regulations
which, in essence, brought about freight
car rationing.

There appears to have been only mini-
mal relief brought to this national prob-
lem by the Commission’s orders. The
daily average rail freight car shortage
continues to be at a level of about 6,926
cars, of which 4,671 are boxcars.

The only permanent relief must come
in new legislation.

The bill I introduce today, similar to
that introduced in the other body by
Senator MaecNUsoN, provides incentive to
railroad management to build the freight
cars essential to our national need. It
provides the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission with the authority to fix a rental
rate providing reasonable compensation
to freight car owners, contribute to
sound car service practices, and encour-
age the acquisition and maintenance of a
car supply adequate to meet the needs of
commerce.

The industries of my State of Oregon
are deeply concerned with this problem
in their shipments of lumber, grain, farm
produce, and mineral products. It is of
the utmost importance that this situa-
tion be rectified.

I urge the Congress to act with ex-
pediency to meet this pressing depressing
effect on our economy.

CHARLES H. SILVER HONORED
WITH BROTHERHOOD AWARD BY
B'NAI B'RITH

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, on Fri-
day, February 26, 1965, my good friend,
Charles H. Silver, executive assistant to
the mayor of New York for education
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and industrial development, was given
the Brotherhood Award of the Municipal
Lodge of B'nai B'rith for his long stand-
ing and continuing contribution toward
the upholding of the conviction that all
men are brothers.

In accepting the award Mr. Silver
made the following remarks, which are
particularly appropriate in the light of
the President’s address Monday night:

ADDRESS BY CHARLES H. SILVER

My heart is too full to tell you how much
I am moved by this tribute and the honor
you have accorded me.

All my life, a prime guiding principle of
mine has been the firm convictlon that all
men are brothers and should be treated with
love and understanding—as respected mem-
bers of the human family.

You, being members of a great fraternity,
the Brotherhood of Israel—the B'nal B'rith—
subscribe wholeheartedly to this humane
philosophy first expressed by our ancient
prophet who said:

“Undo the heavy burdens and let the op-
pressed go free."”

No one has ever improved upon the words
of this ancient teacher who also admonished
all people “to turn their swords into plow-
shares, their spears into pruning hooks.” To
me, it seems a blessed omen that America's
heritage of freedom goes back to the rich
wellsprings of our ancient teachings,.

These envisioned an age, which eciviliza-
tion has been late in attaining, when man-
kind would conquer crime and disease, when
soclal injustice would be wiped out, when
peace would prevail among the nations.

The only trouble is that the prophet's
hopes have been remembered but not heeded.

Let us brook no delusions concerning
democracy’s struggle. Our country is not
even two centuries old. We are still a little
young to lean back on our liberties and en-
joy the fruits of leisure without realizing
that we may have to fight again to preserve
them. The American Revolution did not end
in 1783. We are still in the midst of a rev-
olution to achieve a true, well-defined,
honest, and equal democracy.

The concept of a new and better way of life
that was the vision of the Founding Fathers
who framed our Constitution is just as vital
to fulfill today. Consecrated in the quest
for freedom, based on equality of opportu-
nity and knit together in a fraternity which
rejects distinections of class, color, or creed,
this continuing revolution, in which we all
have a vital part, has yet to fulfill the full
dimensions of democracy.

No, we are not perfect, but we are firm in
our falth that the American commonwealth
is the most workable instrument by which
a people may govern itself that has yet been
devised by the mind of man.

And, unless we who believe in democracy
teach it to our children, the disbelievers
will thrust our Nation backward toward in-
tellectual slavery, economic inequality and
racial bigotry.

Then, the fearmakers and the warmongers
can move in for the kill.

Perhape it is difficult for us, living as we
do under the ominous shadow of the nuclear
threat, to remember the exaltation of pur-
pose that spurred our forebears in the days
of Valley Forge, or Gettysburg, or even the
beach at Normandy.

Perhaps the crisis that piles on crisis
in each day’s headlines permits us no time
to reflect on the old ideals of character, pub-
lic service and leadership, or to communicate
them to the young.

I will admit that it is not easy to focus a
child’s mind on “the shot heard ‘round
the world"” that happened long ago, at Lex-
ington and Concord, when, today, someone
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is shooting at the moon, and tomorrow they
may be shooting at us.

There Is, however, an urgent necessity, in
my opinion, to groom young Americans with
ethical understanding, as well as technical
knowledge, to take their place in the growing
war of nerves and ideologies.

It is time to teach them fundamental
Americanism, and the time is terribly
short—to dramatize the soul-stirring prin-
ciples of democracy and to make them live if
democracy is worth keeping alive.

We must rededicate ourselves to this pre-
cious asset, our men and women of tomor-
row, widening the vistas of knowledge and
fortfying a pride in their legacy of liberty.

For they must understand—and it is our
job to make them understand—that America
will remain the land of the free only so long
as it remains the home of the brave.

Ours Is a nation rich in the greatness of
our people. But who are the people? They
are no one master race. They have heen
drawn from every corner of the world by the
magnet of the American dream. They have
come from every land and every continent.
They are English, German, Italian, Polish,
Spanish, French, and everything else you can
imagine. They are Catholics, Protestants,
Quakers, Jews, and every other faith there is.

And this is the miracle of it—that, in this
mammoth melting pot of individual liberty
and collective security, they have been trans-
formed by the magic formula of democracy
into one great national family.

The law that thundered down from Sinai,
the Word of God in the commandments and
our holy books, the Psalms of David and the
precepts of our sages, have all been treasured
up and preserved in the pattern of govern-
ment and principles of moral conduct em-
bodied in the Constitution of the United
States.

When I think of America, I marvel at the
number of other lands which have contrib-
uted to the creation and development of this
blessed country. It is like looking at a rain-
bow and realizing how many colors have
fused and blended to fashion its blazing
magnificence.

Today, despite the burning of libraries by
those who bite the hand that feeds them,
the most envied honor in the world is to be
a citizen of the United States of America.
This is true not alone because we are the
greatest nation in the world, but because we
are guardians of a sacred freedom that we
are happy to share with others.

Brotherhood is part of our being every
minute of every day—a beacon light for less
fortunate lands, a rainbow that must never
fade.

“Brotherhood” is not just a word.
way of life.

The spirit of brotherhood is not limited to
any age or nation. It is no 7-day wonder
whose observance is celebrated for a single
week and then forgotten. Brotherhood is
the eternal light of man’s love and com-
passion for his fellow man. It is the flame,
the soul, the conscience of humanity.

Eeep brotherhood alive, so that liberty can
never die—so that America may live as an
eternal symbol of hope to all the peoples of
the earth,

Let me close, as I began, with a heart full
of gratitude to the officers and members of
the Municipal Lodge of B'nal B'rith—and a
humble “thank you" for a day I will never
forget.

Itis a

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS—PART
XV

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex-

tend his remarks at this point in the

REecorp and include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Speaker, I com-
mend to the attention of our colleagues
part XV of New York City in crisis,

This installment concerns the New
York City police and the public and
points up the difficulties for both in
controlling crime in this city of 8 mil-
lion people.

The article in the February 5, 1965,
edition of the New York Herald Tribune
follows:

THE POLICE AND THE PUBLIC: SOMETHING

WeENT WrRONG
(By Barry Gottehrer)

In Manhattan, a landlord is slain by a
tenant.

In Crown Heights-Flatbush, nine women
are attacked in less than 3 months and
citizens form & citizens’ police force.

In the Bronx, a citizen's report of an open
narcotics transaction in a small store draws
an obscenity and no immedlate action from
the police.

In Queens, four women are raped in less
than a month,

In Harlem, at 5§ am., two uniformed po-
licemen chat casually with the bouncer of
an illegal afterhours bar while downstalrs
in the hasement, within hearing distance.
liquor Is being sold and young prostitutes
soliclt openly.

In lower Manhattan, a taxi driver has his
throat slashed by two youths.

In Brooklyn, a woman returns home to
find her apartment burglarized and dials
the police emergency number. It rings
eight times without an answer. She tries
again. It rings another eight times and still
no answer. She tries once more. Finally,
after another eight rings, the police answer
the phone.

On the upper East Slde, a woman sees a
man expose himself in front of her upper
income apartment house and brings it to
the attentlon of the nearest policeman—
standing across the street. “Sorry, lady,” the
policeman tells her politely, “that isn't my
block.” :

DAILY OCCURRENCES

And in Westchester, & woman, one of the
thousands of New Yorkers increasingly con-
cerned and frightened about the increasing
reports of vioclence in the city’'s streets, sends
telegrams to the Governor, the mayor, and
the police commissioner.

The Governor, through an ald, says it is
the mayor’s problem.

The mayor, through an ald, says, “Statis-
tically, New York City as a whole is safer
than most major cities in the United States.”

And the police commissioner, through an
ald, says he needs more men and is doing
the best he can with the size of the force the
mayor has allowed him,

These are not isolated incidents and these
are not isolated complaints. They occur in
this city of 8 million people every day of
every week.

Of the many problems disrupting the
present and threatening the future of this
city, none is more critical than this growing
concern and fear over the increase of fear
and violence in the streets, the subways, the
elevators and the parks of New York.

Despite the largest police force in the
United States (at 25,858 members, double
the size of Chicago's force, the second larg-
est) including an increase of 7,000 during
the three terms of Mayor Robert F. Wagner,
the incidence of crimes of almost every va-
riety continues to increase.

And what makes this all the more tragic is
that no one—not the clty government, not
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the police department and not the citizens
of the city—seems willing to accept his share
of the guilt and try to seek a cooperative
solution,

FAILURE TO PERSUADE

The police department complains about
its image and the fact the unsubstantiated
charges of corruption, inefficlency and indif-
ference make it so much more difficult for
policemen to go about their jobs of prevent-
ing crime and protecting the citizens of this
city (which is true).

Yet, except in rare instances, police officials
fail to convince the citizens that they are
making a sincere effort to investigate these
charges of corruption, inefficlency, and in-
difference.

The citizens complain about the caliber
and performance of the police and make
frequent charges of corruption, indifference,
and inefficiency.

Yet, except in rare Instances, these same
citizens refuse to step forward and name
names, preferring instead to accept personal
apathy over involvement.

In city hall, the mayor listens and lis-
tens—to citizens’ complaints and fears and
department requests for more money and
men (1,000 more were requested at the last
budget hearing)—and then places the prob-
lem back right in the lap of his commis-
sioner.

And the end result of this growing lack of
respect, this lack of cooperation, and this
lack of concern has been an increasing break-
down in communications between the police
and the people they are being paid to protect.

Yet this is by no means a one-way street.

If it is difficult for a citizen living in a
city where the crime rate continues to rise
and in a neighborhood where the threat of
violence (whether real or imagined) con-
tinues to increase, it is certainly no easlier for
a policeman in this city of 8 million.

Like any other group of men and women,
there are all types in the police department
of the city of New York.

This is the story of one of them—Michael
Coughlin, a foot patrolman assigned to the
Tist precinet in the Crown Heights section
of Brooklyn.

Mike is 33 years old and has been a cop
for 9 years.

When he started, he earned $4,400 a year,
moving up to $5,100 at the end of 8 years.
Today, because of a serles of ralses, he earns
$8,483 (a starting patrolman now receives
$7,032), in addition to overtime (which he
hasn't received except for the riots last sum-
mer), 11 paid holidays, a $185 clothing allow-
ance, and hospital insurance.

“The mayor has been good to us,” he says.

Mike Coughlin has won no awards and no
special citations, and his name has never ap-
peared in the newspapers for a spectacular
arreat,

; lI;Ieissi.mplyagood cop trying to do a good
ob.

In 9 years he has fired only five shots—all
in the air, all in chase—and he has not found
it necessary to make an arrest, in more than
a year. His last arrest came after he had
quieted a drunk who had wrecked a lunch-
eonette.

CROWN HEIGHTS

He Is a foot patrolman who has worked all
9 years out of the same precinct, which runs
through the Crown Helghts section of Brook-
lyn, near the troubled Bedford-Stuyvesant
area, and he knows the streets and knows the
people.

Normally a quiet area, Crown Heights burst
into the newspapers last year with a serles
of nine rapes or attempted rapes in 3 months.

Citizens formed a special police force, and
women were afraid to walk the streets or ride
in elevators even during daylight. Then an
arrest was made (the man has been indicted
and s now standing trial) and, slowly, a
semblance of peace returned to the neigh-
borhood.
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This night, a few weeks ago, Mike Cough-
lin was going to patrol the seven blocks
along Nostrand Avenue, from Empire Boule-
vard to Eastern Parkway, a serles of lower-
to middle-income houses, dozens of small
stores, five bars and fairly successful inte-
gration.

“The monotony is the worst part,’” he said.
“When you first join the force, you think
about catching some big crook and becoming
& hero. But you learn. Most of the time,
it's more of a matter of chasing kids away
from a store or settling arguments.

“You've got to learn to live with it. You've
got to learn not to overreact. There have
been dozens of times when a woman
screamed for help and she was only angry
at some storekeeper. I could have rushed in
there with my cannon out and scared the hell
out of everybody in the store. You've got to
learn to anticipate. You've got to know
when something serlous is happening. It
takes time, but you learn. You have to—if
you're a cop.”

Yet—always in his thoughts—is the pos-
gibility of sudden violence, an unexpected
moment destroying the monotony, and the
necessity of using his gun.

“I wouldn't want to shoot anybody, but,
as a cop, you know that one day you may
have to,” he said. “It's a tough thing. You
think about it a lot. You have to when
you arrive at work and someone tells you
two of your buddies caught it the other
night. But you can’t let it bother you. You
can't afford to.”

For the first few hours of the tour, time
moves slowly, very slowly, seconds and min-
utes of unrelieved walking accented by reg-
ularly scheduled calls into the station, one
personal (for coffee and two cigarettes) and
dinner (which he pald for himself).

During the time, he stopped two *sus-
piclous” cars (neither was stolen), helped
& blind man find his house, chased a group
of noisy, intoxicated teenagers away from
the front of a restaurant, and directed an
intoxicated middle-aged woman back to a
bar which, she said, she had lost.

YOUTH TROUBLE

“It’s funny about people and their attitude
toward the police,”” he says. “Police don't
want to read about a cop who helped a lady
who's fallen down a flight of stairs. That
happens every day. That’s not news. You
can’t work your 8 hours and go home to your
family like everybody else. You've got to be
& hero—Ilike in the comics and in the movies,

“They just want us to be a thing. Well,
we can't. We've got two arms and two legs
Just like everybody else. It really is a strange
job. If you give a guy a ticket, people think
you're a bum. If you don't and someone sees
you, they think you shook him down. A cop
just can’t win.”

To policemen, all over the city, one of the
biggest problems today is the growing num-
ber of youths roaming the streets—drunk,
arrogant, disrespectful, increasingly drawn to
antisocial activities, narcotics and crime.

They are kids and the courts treat them
like kids, putting them back in the street al-
most as quickly as the policeman can bring
them in. The parents don't care about them,
they don't care about themselves, and ulti-
mately the cops don't care about them ei-
ther—preferring to chase them into someone
else's neighborhood rather than bring them
in and have to spend a day or two in court.

This is a problem that troubles not only
Mike Coughlin but every other policeman in
the city. It has led to frequent repeaters and
inereasing police frustration.

“You bring a guy in for attempted rape or
narcotics and, even if he's convicted, he's
back out again before you know it,” he says.

NO PROMOTION

The fact that a cop is still a foot patrol-

man after 9 years is not as unusual as it
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might seem. The fact that Mike Coughlin
is still a foot patrolman after 9 years is ex-
tremely unusual. In 1961, the second time
he took the test for sergeant, he was one of
1,000 who passed, finishing No. 6563 out of
14,000.

Since promotions are made from the top of
the list down, Mike should be a sergeant al-
ready. More than 550 men ahead of him
have been promoted, and there are currently
vacancies for another 150 sergeants.

It is not the commissioner who is holding
up the promotions. The courts are.

A group of policemen who took the test
and didn't pass brought suit, charging that
several of the “correct” answers supplied by
the civil service people, who made up the
exam and graded it, were either incorrect or
ambiguous.

The supreme court decided in their favor,
and since March of 1964—pending a hearing
this month—the commissioner's hands have
been tied.

Though he missed all of the suspect ques-
tions anyway, Mike Coughlin may still lose
out regardless of the decision, The list is
supposed to stay in effect only until the
next test is given later this year—at which
time, regardless of the number of vacancies
and the number of eligible candidates re-
maining, a new list is put into effect.

Because of this, it is not at all impossible
that Mike Coughlin may be forced to take
another test and, if he should pass, once
agaln wait until he has reached the top of
the list.

“Of course I'm not too happy about it,”
he says. “There were times, particularly
after I learned that this job isn't as exciting
as you think it is when you're young, when
I thought about quitting. But once I passed
that test for sergeant, I had made my mind
up I wanted to stay a cop. I like my work
and the pension is damn good (after 20
years, based on half-pay; after 30, based on
three-quarters pay).”

AN ADDICT

At 9:30 Mike Coughlin’s routine was broken
for the first time. A probation officer was
bringing in a 15-year-old boy, a narcotics
addict named Victor, into the station house
to frighten him for getting drunk on wine
when suddenly the boy took advantage of a
red light and tried to run away.

Mike Coughlin grabbed the youngster and,
after questioning the probation officer and
phoning In, escorted both of them to the
station. From the moment he entered, it
was obvious that the boy was frightened.

“Don’'t leave me here,” he pleaded. “I
know those bluecoats. I been in a police
statlon before. I know those bluecoats.
They took me in a room and beat me up.
They're no good. Theyll kill me. I know
them.”

“He must be drunk,” sald one of the desk
policemen.

“He is drunk,” said the probation officer,
a youth worker. “You're drunk, Victor. You
don’t know what you're talking about. This
is your last chance. I'm taking you home.
Once more, and you're coming back here.”

The boy had done nothing wrong and,
as he walked out the door with the youth
worker, Mike Coughlin shook his head.

“You hear kids say these things and you
get angry,” he says. “Sure, maybe some cops
do things like that, but most of them don’t.
But all you got to do is have the people read
about it in the papers and suddenly they're
talking about cops being child beaters. You
need the wisdom of Solomon for this job and,
unfortunately, I haven't got it."”

Back on his beat, time passed quickly
now. He had just chased three drunken
youngsters away from a luncheonette (he
threatened to arrest one of them who had
refused to llsten) and now it was nearly
12 and time fto call in for the last time.
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He crossed the street to the callbox, turned,
spotted a youngster walking up the street
toward him—and suddenly the whole evening
exploded.

SUICIDE ATTEMPT

It was Victor, the 15-year-old drug addict,
his face, his black jacket, his white shirt
and his trousers stained with his own blood.

At home, with his parents only a few rooms
away, Victor had taken a razor and whittled
five chunks out of his left arm and four
out of his right.

Working quickly, Mike Coughlin called the
station and sent in the call of an attempted
suicide. He then removed the youth's jack-
et and, using his stick and his handkerchief
on one arm and & borrowed pen and kerchief
on the other, hastily fixed two tourniquets.

“You poor, sick, stupid kid,” sald Mike
Coughlin,

Within minutes the squad car had arrived
and, pushing into the back seat with the
now weakened youngster, he started the race
to Kings County Hospital, a few minutes
away.

There, after turning the now unconscious
boy over to the emergency staff, filling out
a series of forms and waiting to be relleved
by another policeman, Mike Coughlin headed
back to the station.

It was now nearly 2 a.m., almost 2 hours
after he should have been finished with a
day’'s work. But here he was, oblivious to
the blood that stained his trousers and coat,
still filling out papers in the police station.

“How did it turn out?” asked a sergeant.

“I think we got the kid there in time," sald
Mike.

“T knew it,” sald the sergeant. “As soon
as I saw that kid in here before, I knew he
was a real loser. Hell, he couldn't even kill
himself.”

The sergeant laughed, the kind of laugh
some people have come to expect from some
policemen.

THE RECORD

Michael Couglin did not laugh, It had
been a long evening and now, before going
home, he read over the night’s entry in his
book.

“January 22, 1865 4-12.

“Post 33: Neal 7:45. Ring31 (half hour).

“At 5:29 personal necessity at 890 Nostrand.

“At 5:50 returned.

“At 7:45 meal location 835 luncheonette.

“At 9:80 responded to dispute at Empire
Boulevard and Nostrand Avenue. Dispute
settled over once Victor [last name]. Male.
White, Age 15. Taken home by his proba~-
tion officer.

“At 11:50 aided case at Nostrand Avenue
and Union Street. Victor [no last name],
Male. White. Age 15. Ailded. Had cutson
both arms. Removed to KECH by RMP [radio
motor patrol car] 612. UF 6 [aided case]
and UF 61 [investigation report] prepared.
Witnessed at Nostrand and Union by Barry
Gottehrer. New York Herald Tribune.
Mother notified and responded to KCH.”

He finished reading, added his shield num-
ber and his signature, and closed his book.
Another tour had ended, not quite the way
it had begun, another day at the office fin-
ished.

“Some people just need someone to hate,”
he said. “If you do your job honestly, you're
a bum or an idiot. If you don't, you're a
thief or a loafer. You hear how people are
worried about the increase in crime and the
violence in the streets. Well, I'm worried,
too. It's not our fault that rapists and mur-
ders are roaming the streets. People don't
understand we're no different from anybody
else.”

Mike Coughlin is right. He is no different
from anybody else.

What bothers many people is the fact that,
as a policeman, he should be.
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ST. PATRICK'S DAY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. RopiNno]l may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, today our
beloved Nation, truly a nation of immi-
grants, pauses in its labors to pay tribute
to one of the major sources of our
strength, character, and hope—the Irish-
man. True, we memorialize specifically
the death 1,504 years ago of the patron
saint of Ireland; but through our salute
to St. Patrick, our tribute is to all from
his land who live amongst us.

Eight years ago, one of the greatest
of our Irish-American brothers, speaking
a few miles away in Baltimore, said:

Ireland’s chief export has been neither
potatoes nor linen, but human freedom.
Throughout its history, its exiles and emi-

grants have fought notably with sword and
pen for freedom in other parts of the globe.

The speaker himself had already done
this, and in his future position was to
continue doing so. This Nation, this
world is the better place for his having
passed through, even as his forefather’s
nation and the world was the better
for St. Patrick’s having been there.
His good-humored modesty might ob-
ject that I link him in the same breath
with the saint of Ireland, but I know
that saint would be happy to share our
tribute with John Fitzgerald Kennedy.

When it comes to choosing the words
to pay this proper tribute, we who are not
of Erin origin should take our cue from
those who are. None has described bet-
ter the struggle of the Irish to become
the great Americans they are than Leon-
ard Patrick O'Connor Wibberley, the
author of “The Coming of the Green”:

The Irish immigrants did what every for-
elgn group must do to win the name Ameri-
can. They fought with an unrelenting cour-
age In the economic, political, and military
battles of the country. They would not give
an inch. They were despised and rejected
and discriminated against, but they did not
make this an occasion for wailing, but only
fought the harder,

They did not desert their faith, once so
unpopular, in order to galn acceptance.

The slums did not hold them. The mines
did not break them. They were not lost
building roads and canals in the wilder-
ness, They were not defeated at the foot of
Marye's Heights.

It was a grand battle, indeed.

The lesson of the Irish is an inspira-
tion for us all. Their triumph yesterday
over prejudice, poverty, and diserimina-
tion should serve as an example for today
and tomorrow for peoples of all minori-
ties in our midst. We can legislate, and
we should, to insure that America can
remain a nation of immigrants, and that
those immigrants, once they are Ameri-
cans, will have all the rights and the
privileges of their brother citizens. But
with their rights and privileges, let all
those citizens remember well and follow
the shining example of their Irish
brothers of accepting the full respon-
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sibility that goes hand in hand with
privilege.

It augurs well that they will. Already
in moving to my new offices, I have been
welcomed into the Celtic corridor, where
two gentlemen from New York [Mr.
RoonEY and Mr. DELANEY] and one from
Massachusetts [Mr. DoNoHUE] share the
rule with the lady from New York [Mrs.
KeLry]. And not a one of them has
even suggested that I put the o before my
name instead of after. As if this were
not enough, we are seeing today the
greatest snowfall in recorded Washing-
ton history for this anniversary of the
good St. Patrick.

This is quite a year. We must there-
fore trust that it will be a year of sig-
nificance to all Americans and that the
luck of the Irish will attend all who fol-
low the example of the Irish.

ALL ABOUT SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
Second Advisory Council on Social Secu-
rity, appointed in 1963 in compliance
with the requirements of the Social Se-
curity Act of 1956, has just made its
report. The job of the Council is to
review the status of the system “in rela-
tion to long-term commitments of the
social security program and to make a
report of its findings and recommenda-
tions, including recommendations in the
social security tax rates.” It is com-
posed of non-Government official mem-
bers, including high officials of industrial
organizations, an insurance company ac-
tuary, a practicing physician, dean of the
faculty of Princeton University and
other distinguished university men deal-
ing with law and industry, and repre-
sentatives of labor organizations. It is
not in the interest of any of these to fool
anybody. The report states:

In all its considerations a primary concern
of the Council has been the financial sound-
ness of the program.

The conclusion reached by the Council
after a year and a half of study is:

The social security program as a whole is
soundly financed, its funds are properly in-
vested, and on the basls of actuarial es-
timates the Council has reviewed and found
sound and appropriate, provision has been
made to meet all the costs of the program
both in the short run and over the long-
range future.

The use of the phrase, “as a whole,”
requires a little explanation. Total con-
tributions to the program are allocated
to two separate funds: First, the disabil-
ity insurance program; and, second, the
old-age and survivors’ insurance pro-
gram. The first part is slightly under-
financed, about 0.06 percent of covered
payroll; the second part is becoming
overfinanced, to a greater percent of
covered payroll. The Council suggests
a reallocation to the two funds.
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The Council meets the charge of
“actuarial unsoundness” in the social
security system head on. A private in-
surance company depends on voluntary
additions to its policyholders. It can-
not be sure that it will ever sell another
policy. Therefore, to be “actuarially
sound,” it must possess sufficient assets
to pay off every cent of its obligations to
its present policyholders under the terms
of the policy. On the contrary, the
social security program is compulsory.
As long as the system is kept on the
statute books, new members of the sys-
tem will be added as new workers take
up employment.

A compulsory social Insurance program is
correctly considered soundly financed if, on
the basis of aectuarial estimates, current
assets plus future income are expected to
he sufficlent to cover all the obligations of
the program; the present system meets this
test.

There is, of course, one contingency
under which the social security system
would blow up in our faces, though the
Council does not mention it. If the
National Government should be over-
thrown by disorder or violence, whether
internal or external, social security
would be one of the things lost. Others
would be your lands and houses, your
stores and your factories, your bank
accounts and your investments. Private
insurance companies would lose the
assets on which they depend for sound-
ness. But it is conceivable that a new
government formed on the wreckage of
the old might retain some parts of the
social security in its own interests.

The Council considers all possible vari-
ations in economic activity that might
occur over a long period of years. That
period is fixed as 75 years; beyond that
period it is wuseless to make cal-
culations; conditions at that time might
be entirely different. Current economic
growth might continue during the next
few decades at its present rate; it might
accelerate; there might be depressions.
The effect of each of these possibilities
is estimated and suggestions made for
dealing with them.

Likewise, costs of the system in the
form of payments of disability insurance
benefits and of old-age and survivors
benefits may vary from the experience
of the system up to this time. The effect
of such variations are also considered
and evaluated. The conclusion reached
after all these allowances have been
made is still that the program is soundly
financed.

Under the present social security law,
payroll deductions are scheduled to be
raised to 415 percent of insurable earn-
ings in 19€6, and to 45 percent in 1968.
The Council believes that the increase
is more than is needed to maintain finan-
cial soundness under present conditions.
It suggests a somewhat smaller increase,
with provision for periodic reevaluation
as conditions change.

The printed report of the Couneil fur-
nishes pertinent and understandable
discussion of various proposals for im-
proving the system. Read the whole
report if you are interested and if you
wish to be armed with facts. Mean-
while, go to sleep at night and forget
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about the dire forebodings of those of the
extreme left and the extreme right who
are font.lnually attacking our Govern-
ment.

ADDRESS BY GOV. EDMUND G.
BROWN, FIFTH ANNUAL COM-
MUNITY SERVICE AWARDS DIN-
NER, AERONUTRONIC DIVISION,
PHILCO CORP., NEWPORT BEACH,
ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. Hannal may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, we were
honored recently to have California’s
Governor, Edmund G. Brown, deliver the
principal address at the fifth annual
Community Service Awards Dinner,
which is conducted each year by Philco
Corp.’s aeronutronics division. The
Governor's comments on this occasion
are worthy of attention by all Members
of Congress and I, therefore, request
unanimous consent to have them in-
cluded in my remarks today:

Appress BY Gov. EpMmunDp G. BRowN, FIFrTH
ANNUAL COMMUNITY SERVICE AWARDS Din-
NER, AERONUTRONIC Division, PHILCO
CorpP., NEwPoRT BEACH, ORANGE COUNTY,
CALIF.

There is no more beautiful part of this
State than Orange County—from the moun-
tains to the beautiful, sunny Pacific beaches;
from the regal early Spanish missions to the
sleek architecture of modern electronic
firms. And today, we have had a long, full
day to enjoy all of it.

It began with a press conference this
morning in Santa Ana and continued with
a brunch held by the Democratic women of
Orange County. Later there was a tour of
Falrview State Hospital, where we could see
at firsthand all that this community is do-
ing to help with the difficult and challeng-
ing State program of mental health. And
tonight, I am honored to join you at this
fifth annual Community Service Awards din-
ner,

As Governor, I am proud of the coopera-
tion between government, private industry,
and individual citizens in this community.
Certainly, Aeronutronic is making a con-
tribution which benefits the entire State.

It is less than 10 years since Ford estab-
lished aeronutronic as evidence of a continu-
ing commitment to the strength of the Na-
tion and the free world.

The division began with a small staff of
high-level scientists and engineers. Today
it employs more than 3,000 people in this
great facility—a unique plant in a unique in-
dustry.

Aeronutronic is solid evidence that Cali-
fornia has the skill and imagination to be
an industrial leader in the future. You are
experts in weapons systems and radar and
reentry and space systems. And at the same
time, you are developing new products that
have little to do with space and defense, The
same company that can devise the system
to permit a space capsule to reenter the at-
mosphere is also developing a dental X-ray
film processor that can dry X-ray film in 60
seconds, :

I call that progress of the kind we need
most—and I believe it is grounds for great
optimism about the future of our whole
economy,
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In this room tonight I see other visible
evidence of sound reasons for faith in Cali-
fornia’s continued development. I speak of
the selfless public service of Orange County
citizens, and particularly the Aeronutronic
employees whom you are honoring tonight.

As one example, let me mention Mrs. Irene
Slap, the wife of the program supervisor in
your Shillelagh program. When we visited
Fairview this afternoon I, heard about the
group of volunteer wives organized by Mrs.
Slap and the splendid work they have been
doing in a ward of about 80 retarded boys. I
know that she has been doing other com-
munity work deserving of honor. But to
stretch out a hand to a retarded child is the
finest kind of public service I can think of—
and Mrs. Slap, we salute you and the mem-
bers of your group.

The same kind of tribute is justly being
paid to the other winners of the community
service awards. Let me just say that I don’t
care whether you are Republicans or Demo-
crats. You are making a major contribution
to building a State that is under the greatest
pressure of any State in history.

Now, I didn't come here tonight to weigh
you down with long lists of growth statistics.
No resident of Orange County needs them.
All you have to do is take a drive from Los
Angeles to Anaheim—or along the coast from
Seal Beach to San Clemente. You know
that by the middle of this year, Orange
County will be the second largest county in
California.

I want to talk to you about your leader-
ship tonight. But first, let me say a word
about the state of the State of Callfornia.

We are proud to tell you that in almost
every major category California has just com-
pleted the best year in its history.

Statewide, employment exceeded 6,600,000,
nearly 200,000 higher than in 1963.

Personal income reached a record high—
$56 billlon, or more than 11 percent of the
national total.

Per capita income was up 4 percent and
corporate and farm income both reached all-
time highs.

And this record is golng to be reflected
in Orange County, as the director of eco-
nomiec research for the Bank of America re-
cently predicted.

Dr. Charles Haywood was right when he
said that an “almost unbelievable story” is
taking place in Orange County—where he
predicted that you would have 10 percent of
the gain in population for the whole State
during the next 10 years. Personal income
is expected to double twice as fast as the
population, and employment should increase
by almost a quarter million, to 530,000 jobs
by 1875.

Now, you may well ask, what is the basis
for our expectations that we are moving into
a highly prosperous decade, in this county
and throughout the State? Here is my
answer.

People will continue to come to California
because of the excitement of doing new and
different things. They will come to take part
in—and contribute to—a soclety which places
a high value on skills and on education. And
California will continue to prosper because
the State government will meet the needs of
a population surge never before seen in
western history.

It is our job, right now, to meet those
needs in Sacramento. Because of that need,
for the first time In 6 years, we are asking
an increase in State revenue.

And I would like to give you a brief ac-
counting of the pressures which are forcing
up the costs of government. The first pres-
sure Is education.

Since the last tax increase in California,
the number of students in public schools has
increased 50 percent. The number of stu-
dents in our State colleges has doubled and
the University of California population has
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gone up 65 percent. The second is urban
growth.

In recent years, California has steadily in-
creased its financlal asslstance to local gov-
ernments to help them deal with traffic,
smog, crime, water development, and other
problems. Today, our State government
leads the Nation in aid to local government
with 65 percent of our budget dedicated to
that purpose.

Third, the age of technology has brought
swift change in many governmental activi-
ties, The new math requires new books; air-
ports become obsolete; highways must be re-
built; we have found new and better—but
more expensive—ways of treating retarded
children and the mentally ill. These are
costly but necessary programs.

Although our economy has also been grow-
ing, it cannot produce enough tax revenues
to make the investments we need to continue
what the State is doing in education, water
development, freeways, and other programs.

The result is that we have asked for a tax
program to meet those needs—and there are
people who will tell you this is a terrible
thing. Actually, it will amount to another
nickel on a package of cigarettes—some in-
creased taxes on inheritances—and the long-
overdue withholding system which requires
no increase in either rates or added taxes.

In other words, the impact on the indi-
vidual for his share of high-level govern-
mental service will be moderate. And the
fact is that we cannot afford not to make
these investments,

Right now, I'd like to glve you a few exam-
ples of what they mean in relation to Orange
County.

First, the university: I do not know of a
more magnificent achievement anywhere
than that which is being accomplished to-
day on the University of California’s Irvine
campus. This fall, the campus will open its
doors to about 1,500 students. The univer-
sity plans a steady growth to an enrollment
of 27,600 by 1990.

Nearly $20 million in construction is in
progress on the campus. The buildings al-
ready rise as high as five stories and can be
seen across the rolling ranchland 3 miles in-
land from the ocean and Newport Beach.

About 70 of the faculty of 120 have al-
ready been appointed—all distinguished
scholars, the cream of the academic com-
munity of this Nation.

This great campus will bring deepened in-
tellectual strength to an area which already
has three junior colleges and three senior col-
leges. Along with the $300 million indus-
trial master plan adopted by the Irvine Co.,
it will enrich the intellectual atmosphere;
and it will help draw more firms, research
and others, seeking locations close to aca-
demic centers.

Let me emphasize that we will need both
public and private support in the future if
the university is to fulfill its mission in a
free society. We want to encourage private
grants which supplement the legislative ap-
propriations. And the pattern has been set
on the Irvine campus, for which the original
1,000 acres were donated by the Irvine Co. I
would further commend Aeronutronic as one
of the Orange County industries that has
made major contributions to the Irvine cam-
pus in the form of scholarships, gifts, time,
and talent,

Many of you who are present tonight have
taken part in those contributions, and as
Governor I commend you for public-spirited
action that benefits the entire State, Chan-
cellor Dan Aldrich also merits our warm con-
gratulations,

‘Second, water: The best comment we can
make on the water picture in Orange County
is: “Prognosis—positive”—and for this many
people deserve great credit.

Officials of the Orange County Water Dis-
trict should be congratulated. They have
successfully fought to a standstill the over-
draft of ground water in the vital Santa Ana
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River ground water basin. By percolating
350 billion gallons of imported Colorado River
water into the basin, you have restored the
water table to its highest level in three
decades, By using the pump tax to finance
water importation, and by outstanding feats
of engineering, you have assured the water
supply for the present.

In addition, excellent progress is being
made toward erecting a water pressure barrier
against the incursion of salt water from the
ocean along the Orange County coastline.

I further note with pleasure the comple-
tion of the massive grid of new feeder pipe-
lines which now cross Orange County. They
bring Colorado River water from the MWD
filtration plant near Yorba Linda to the San
Joaquin Reservoir almost at the coastline
near the Irvine campus. In like manner the
water goes south to Pallisades Reservoir, serv-
ing San Clemente, Dana Point, and Capi-
strano Beach.

Another cause for gratification: An ample
supply of Colorado River water 1s now reach-
ing thirsty outlying areas, such as Silverado,
Modjeska, and Trabuco. For years, they were
isolated from substantial water sources—but
that is all changed. Residents of these once
dusty areas, at the mercy of fires, now en-
Joy new safety and prosperity which they as-
sured for themselves by bond enactments.

That adds up to a fine record of local initi-
ative. It means that this metropolitan center
will have adequate water to tide you over
without hardship until the arrival of surplus
northern water from north of the Tehachapis.

The State water project is one accomplish-
ment that I was determined to make when I
was elected Governor in 1958. For 10 long
years, California had been waging a virtual
clvil war over water. And I pledged to the
people of California that we would stop talk-
ing and start building.

We fought hard to win passage of the
Burns-Porter Act in 1959. We fought just
as hard to win the support of the people for
the water bond issue in 1960. And, with the
magnificent support of Californians in both
political parties, we won both battles.

Already, the State water project has proved
itself. During the floods last December, Oro-
ville Dam, only half completed, saved the
lives and property of countless Californians.

It is a proud day for me to be able to tell
you that the Tehachapis are already being
plerced by the first of the tunnels which
will bring you surplus northern water by
1971. That source will almost triple the
overall water supply available to Orange
County. And the project itself will mean
new flood control, new recreation, and a new
source of prosperity for all parts of Cali-
fornia—north and south.

Third, conservation: The 46 miles of shore-
line and 2,300 acres of beaches in Orange
County have been compared to the Riviera—
but the fact is they are second to none in
the world.

The State is well aware that Orange Coun-
ty is one of the most important recreational
centers in the United States. We think it is
important that visitors spend some $160 mil-
lion here on recreation every year. And we
think it is just as important that these areas
be preserved to restore and refresh man’s
spirit.

Let me give you one or two examples of
what we are doing to put that belief to work.

The budget now before the legislature for
196566 provides three-quarters of a million
dollars to construct and equip a conserva-
tion camp for the division of forestry.

Almost $200,000 is provided for Doheny
State Beach.

San Onofre Beach, at the northern bound-
ary of Camp Pendleton, is being declared sur-
plus by the Federal Government. We are
negotiating with the Federal Government
now to obtain a leasehold interest on these
lands. When we obtain it, it will provide
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high-use recreational facilities adjacent to
the southern border of the county. It will
give us slightly more than a mile of addi-
tional public beach. We hope to improve
the facilities at Huntington Beach as well.

Fourth, highways: In 1959, we adopted a
master plan for highway construction. It
is making excellent progress. It means that
in 1980 we will have less traffic congestion
and greater traffic safety, although the num-
ber of motor vehicles will more than double.
Let me glve you a few examples of progress
here in Orange County.

The important Eatella Avenue Interchange
on the Santa Ana Freeway will be completed
in the spring of next year, timed with the
opening of the Los Angeles Angels’ new
stadium.

The San Diego Freeway, completed from
the Golden State Freeway north of San Fer-
nando to the Orange County line, is under
construction to Costa Mesa.

The Garden Grove Freeway, which will
connect the Pacific Coast highway in Long
Beach with the Newport Freeway, is com-
pleted, under construction, or budgeted for
all but a mile at its western end.

The Newport Freeway has been completed
between the Riverside Freeway near Peralta
Hills and south of the Santa Ana Freeway.
It is under construction south to Costa
Mesa near the county airport. Design is
underway for the rest of this important free-
way to the coast,

The Riverside Freeway is in service between
the SBanta Ana Freeway and Anaheim.

These and other projects will combine
Orange County's freeways into an integrated
system. We want them to offer motorists a
wide choice of routes—and we want them to
continue to enhance the prosperity of this
community.

My friends, the hour grows late and I can-
not detain you with an accounting of each
and every actlon which we are taking to
preserve this State's beauty, and at the
same time move with confidence into the
future.

I have faith in that future. I have it be-
cause I see here in this county the very
qualities that the State needs to make new
breakthroughs in our complex and techno-
logical age.

Leadership in education—in research and
development—in science and engineering—
has made California a ploneer in aerospace
and defense, As the national patterns of
defense shift and change, we will need these
very qualities to maintain our leadership in
the future.

Already, the State has asked aerospace
firms to put thelr engineers to work in solv-
ing the problems of mankind—transporta-
tion, air and water pollution, delinquency
and crime. This great pioneer effort will be
broadened. We must seek new ways to direct
part of our resources from preparation for
warfare to the improvement of our welfare—
from defense against our foreign enemies to
an offensive against our domestic problems.

I ask you tonight to join in seizing the
opportunity of the new technology. It can
be an instrument not only for great pros-
perity, but for social advance on a scale un-
known in history.

California is the window of the future.
We are the national leader in education, the
ploneer in sclence, and technology. With
the jolned forces of firms like Aeronutronic—
of our great universities and colleges—of pri-
vate citizens like those we honor tonight—
we can lead the way.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Boranp (at
the request of Mr. CraLey) for today,
March 17, on account of official business.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. LanpruMm, for 1 hour, on tomor-
row, March 18.

Mr. Parman, for 60 minutes, on Tues-
day, March 23; to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous mat-
ter, vacating his special order for to-
morrow, Thursday, March 18.

Mr. ParmaN, for 60 minutes, on Thurs-
day, March 25; to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. DickinsoN, for 1 hour, on Thurs-
day, March 18.

Mr, Marsunaca (at the request of Mr,
Apams), for 30 minutes, on March 18;
and to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
ReEcorp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. YATES.

Mr. WELTNER.

Mr. Rivers of Alaska.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Dickinson) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Duncan of Tennessee.

Mr. CLEVELAND.

Mr. FINoO,

Mr. Epwarps of Alabama.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Apams) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. KinG of Californa.

Mr. MONAGAN.

Mr. CAMERON.

Mr. MurpHY of New York.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 42 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, March 18, 1965, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7564. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled “A bill to en-
force the 15th amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States” (H. Doc. No. 120);
to the Committee on the Judiciary and or-
dered to be printed.

765. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled “A bill to amend
the Bretton Woods Agreements Act to au-
thorize an Iincrease in the International
Monetary Fund quota of the United States”
(H. Doc. No. 121); to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency and ordered to be printed.

766. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a report on a violation
resulting from overobligation of an adminis-
tratively subdivided apportionment in the
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Forest Service, Department of Agriculture,
pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised Stat-
utes, as amended; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

767. A letter from the Administrator,
Housing and Home Finance Agency, trans-
mitting a report covering the activities and
accomplishments of the voluntary home
mortgage credit program for calendar year
1964, pursuant to the provisions of the stat-
ute creating the program; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

758. A letter from the President, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation en-
titled “A bill to require the registration of
pistols in the District of Columbia, and for
other p ”; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

759. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to validate cer-
tain payments to employees of the Forest
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture”; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

7680. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions of certain aliens
which the Service has approved according
the beneficlaries of such petitions first-pref-
erence classification under the provisions of
section 204(c) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, as amended, and pursuant
thereto; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

761. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Commerce, transmitting a
statement relative to a study, report, and
recommendations concerning U.S. participa-
tion in the Alaska Centennial Celebration;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

762. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting several communications
concerning actions taken by legislatures in
Brazil and Colombia on the subject of the
failure of the U.S. Congress to pass legisla-
tion permitting the United States to imple-
ment its obligations under the International
Coffee Agreement; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

763. A letter from the Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission, transmitting a request
that pending legislation (H.R. 3587) author-

fiscal year 1966 appropriations for the
Atomic Energy Commission be amended by
substituting a revised section 107, high-
temperature gas-cooled power reactor, for
section 107 in the original bill; to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PATMAN: Joint Economlc Committee,
Congress of the United States. Report of the
Joint Economic Committee, 19656 (Rept. No.
175). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. H.R. 5688. A bill relating
to crime and criminal procedure in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; without amendment
(Rept. No. 176). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. First report on Government
weather programs (Rept. No. 177). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. Second report on satellite com-
munications (Rept. No. 178). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.
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Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. Third report on submissions of
agency accounting systems for GAO approval
(Rept. No. 179). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. Fourth report on certain pro-
curement matters (Rept. No. 180). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. POWELL: Committee on Education
and Labor., H.R. 3584, A bill to amend the
Federal Coal Mine Safety Act so as to provide
further for the prevention of accidents in
coal mines; with amendment (Rept. No.
181). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. POWELL: Committee on Education
and Labor. HR. 5883. A bill to amend the
bonding provisions of the Labor-Manage-
ment Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959
and the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure
Act; without amendment (Rept. No. 182).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 277. Resolution providing for
consideration of H.R. 4527, a bill to author-
ize appropriations for procurement of vessels
and aircraft and construction of shore and
offshore establishment for the Coast Guard;
without amendment (Rept. No. 183). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. HR. 4623. A bill further
amending the Reorganization Act of 1949;
without amendment (Rept. No. 184). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R. 6389. A bill to amend the Bankruptcy
Act and the Civil Service Retirement Act
with respect to the tenure and retirement
benefits of referees in bankruptcy; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. CONABLE:

H.R. 6390. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to increase benefits under the Fed-
eral old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance system, to increase the amount of earn-
ings counted for benefit and tax purposes,
and to raise the celling on the amount an
individual is permitted to earn without suf-
fering deduction from benefits under such
act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R.6391. A bill to approve the estimate
of cost of completing, and to revise the au-
thorization of appropriation for, the Inter-
state System; to the Committee on Publie
‘Works.

By Mr. CONABLE:

H.R. 6392. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to permit the payment of
disability insurance benefits to an individual
from the beginning of his disability; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R. 6393. A bill to amend the Clayton Act
by making section 3 of the Robinson-Patman
Act a part of the Clayton Act, in order to pro-
vide for governmental and private elvil pro-
ceedings for violations of section 3 of the
Robinson-Patman Act; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee:

H.R.6304. A bill to provide for the return
of obscene mail matter; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civll Service.

H.R. 6395. A blll to repeal the retallers ex-
cise taxes on jewelry, furs, tollet prepara-
tions, and luggage and handbags; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R.6396. A bill to control sales of in-
toxicating liquors in the bottle at military
establishments; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. LANGEN:

H.R.6397. A bill to amend titles I and
XVI of the Social Security Act to liberalize
the Federal-State programs of health care
for the aged by authorizing any State to pro-
vide medical assistance for the aged to In-
dividuals eligible therefor (and assist in pro-
viding health care for other aged individuals)
under voluntary -private health insurance
plans, and to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to provide tax incentives to
encourage prepayment health insurance for
the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. McDOWELL:

H.R.6398. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to authorize wartime
benefits for veterans who, during peacetime,
have engaged in hostilities overseas in fur-
therance of the Nation’s interests, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. McGRATH:

H.R.6399. A bill to assist in the provision
of housing for low- and moderate-income
families, to promote orderly urban develop-
ment, to improve living environment in
urban areas, and to extend and amend laws
relating to housing, urban renewal, urban
mass transportation, and community facili-
ties: to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

By Mr. CELLER:

HR.6400. A bill to enforce the 15th
amendment to ‘the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. ;

By Mr. McGRATH: .

HR.6401. A bill declaring October 12 to
be a legal holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MATTHEWS:

H.R.6402. A bill to amend title III of the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as
amended, to provide for additional means
and measures for land conservation and land
utilization, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H.R.6403. A bill to amend Public Law
88-573, to permit the Farmers Home Admin-
{stration to expend certain appropriated
funds for recreational development; to the

" Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MIZE:

H.R.6404. A bill to increase benefits under
the Federal old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance system, to provide child’s insur-
ance benefits beyond age 18 while in school,
to provide widow's benefits at age 60 on &
reduced basis, to provide benefits for certain
individuals not otherwise eligible at age 72,
to improve the actuarial status of the trust
funds, to extend coverage, to improve the
public assistance programs under the Social
Security Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, NELSEN:

HR.6405. A bill to amend titles I and XVI
of the Social Security Act to liberalize the
Federal-State programs of health care for
the aged by authorizing any State to provide
medical assistance for the aged to individuals
eligible therefor (and assist in providing
health care for other aged individuals) under
voluntary private health insurance plans,
and to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to provide tax incenfives to encourage
prepayment health insurance for the aged;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania:

H.R.6406. A bill to provide for appoint-
ment by the Postmaster General of postmas-
ters at first-, second-, and third-class post
offices; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.
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By Mr. RUMSFELD:

H.R. 6407, A bill relating to rates of post-
age on certain materials for blind persons;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. SECREST:

H.R.6408. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, so as to revise the rates of dis-
abllity and death pension, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

H.R. 6409. A bill to amend section 502 of
title 38, United States Code, to liberalize the
disability determinations for pension pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 6410. A bill to amend section 503 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
certain incomes be excluded from determina-
tlons of annual income for pension, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs.

By Mr. SICKLES:

HR. 6411. A bill to amend sectlon 8(b) (4)
of the National Labor Relations Act, as
amended, with respect to strike at the sites
of construction projects; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

H.R. 6412, A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to acquire certain land
for addition to Greenbelt Park, in the State
of Maryland, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, SISK:

H.R.6413. A bill to provide for the with-
drawal of wine from bonded wine cellars
without payment of tax, when rendered un-
fit for beverage use; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. STRATTON:

H.R. 6414, A bill to adjust the tax rates on
light sparkling wines in relation to those
imposed on other wines; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R.6415. A bill to provide a wheat pro-
gram for 1966 and subsequent years, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 6416, A bill to repeal the exclse tax
on amounts paid for communication serv-
ices or facilities; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr, BUCHANAN:

H.R.6417. A bill to establish rules of in-
terpretation governing questions of the ef-
fect of acts of Congress on State laws; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.6418. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to remove all limi-
tations upon the amount' of the deduction
allowed a taxpayer for medical, dental, and
related expenses; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BURKE:

HR. 8419. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of
1930 to provide that certain forms of nickel
be admitted free of duty; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURTON of Utah:

HR.6420. A bill to amend section 610 of
title 38, United States Code, to authorize the
furnishing of hospital care at Veterans' Ad-
ministration facilities for Gold Star Mothers;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. CALLAN:

H.R. 6421, A bill to provide a wheat pro-
gram for 1966 and subsequent years, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culfure.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R.6422. A bill to strengthen and improve
the educational opportunities of education-
ally deprived children, and to provide addi-
tional revenue sources for States, school
districts, and educational institutions by
means of tax credits and payments to indi-
viduals who must meet the costs of educa-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN :

H.R.6423. A bill to authorize the Secre-

tary of Agriculture to cooperate with States

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and other public agencies in planning for
ehanges in the use of agricultural land in
rapidly expanding urban areas and in other
nonagricultural use areas, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 6424, A bill to strengthen intergovern-
mental relations by improving cooperation
and the coordination of federally aided activi-
tles between the Federal, State, and local
levels of government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER :

H.R. 6425. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1849, as amended, relating to price sup-
port for milk and butterfat, to encourage
consumption of dairy products, particularly
butter, by payments on manufacturing milk
and cream, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KING of California:

H.R.6426. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act to provide disability in-
surance benefits thereunder for any indi-
vidual who is blind and has at least six quar-
ters of coverage, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EORNEGAY:

H.R. 6427. A bill to repeal the excise tax
on communications; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

HR.6428. A blll to amend the Merchant
Marine Act, 1920, to prohibit transportation
of articles to or from the TUnited States
aboard certain foreign vessels, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr, ROSENTHAL:

H.R. 6429. A bill to amend section 3 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 to provide that excess prop-
erty located in Guam shall not be treated as
foreign excess property, to the Committee
on Government Operations.

By Mr. SCHISLER:

H.R. 6430. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R.6431. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to provide that certain forms of
nickel be admitted free of duty; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R.6432. A bill to amend section 1(14)
(a) of the Interstate Commerce Act to in-
sure the adequacy of the national rallroad
freight car supply, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R.6433. A bill to provide for a flat fee
for services performed in connection with
the arrival in, or departure from, the United
States of a private alrcraft or private vessel,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, DANIELS:

H.R. 6434. A bill to strengthen the finan-
clal condition of the employees’ life insur-
ance fund created by the Federal Employees’
Group Life Insurance Act of 1954, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DIGGS:

HR.6435. A bill to enforce the 15th
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee:

H.R. 6436. A billl to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.
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By Mr. HALPERN:

HR.6437. A bill to enforce the 15th
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiclary,

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R.6438. A bill to authorize any executive
department or independent establishment of
the Government, or any bureau or office
thereof, to make appropriate reimbursement
between the respective appropriatiors avail-
able to such departments and establish-
ments, or any bureau or office thereof; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. HARVEY of Indiana:

H.J. Res, 387. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JARMAN:

H.J. Res. 388. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to invite the States of the
Unlon and foreign nations to participate in
the International Petroleum Exposition to
be held at Tulsa, Okla., May 12 through 21,
1966; to the Committee on Foreign Affalrs.

By Mr. DANIELS:

H.J. Res. 389. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, MULTER:

H. Con. Res. 355. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress that the State
of New York should raise its legal drinking
age to 21; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

MEMORTALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

118. By the SPEAKER: Memorlal of the
Legislature of the State of Maine, memo-
rializing the President and the Congress of
the United States relative to proposing abo-
lition of futures trading of potatoes on the
New York Mercantile Exchange, and request-
ing support for the agricultural conservation
program and the Soil Conservation Service;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

118, Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Massachusetts, memorializing
the President and the Ccmgress of the Unltecl
States relative to exercising their powers to
assure the citizens of Alabama their consti-
tutionally guaranteed franchise and eclvil
rights; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GLENN ANDREWS:.

HR. 6439. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Eus-
thathia Demopoulou; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H.R. 6440, A bill for the relief of John Ray~-
mond Witt; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

- By Mr. ASHMORE:

HR. 6441, A bill for the relief of Arthur
C. Berry and others; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee:

H.R.6442. A Dbill for the rellef of Rocky
River Co. and Macy Land Corp.; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GURNEY:

H.R.6443. A bill for the relief of Dr. An-
tonio U. Catasus; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 6444, A bill for the rellef of Antonios
Stamatios Stampelos; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.




March 17, 1965

By Mr. HORTON:

H.R.6445. A bill for the rellef of Shahin
Hakim; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6446, A bill for the relief of Sylvia
Khatchadourian; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R.6447. A bill for the relief of Juan
J. Narango; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.6448. A bill for the relief of Wilma
Wilkes; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI:

H.R.6449. A bill for the rellef of Miss
Desanka Curcic; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHWEIKER:

H.R.6450. A bill for the relief of Florence
McEennis; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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By Mr. TENZER:

H.R. 6451. A bill for the relief of Abraham
Bataan and his wife, Helena Bataan, and
their minor children, Mordechal Bataan and
Mira Bataan; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinols:

H.R. 6452. A bill for the relief of James
(Demetrios) Baclliss Dovas (Ntovas); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

131. By Mr. STRATTON: Petition of the
Auburn Aerie No., 96, Fraternal Order of

5327

Eagles, requesting Members of Congress to
adopt legislation outlawing discrimination
in employment based on age; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

132. Also, petition of the Village Board of
Trustees of Penn Yan, N.Y. opposing the
closing of the Veterans’ Administration
Center at Bath, N.Y.; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

133. By the SPEAKER: Petition of presi-
dent, Club for Preservation U.S.A., Blan-
chester, Ohlo, petitioning consideration of
resolution with reference to favoring the
prohibition of the sale of any scrap metal to
any country that might convert same to
war materials for use against America, and
comments on other legislation; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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Famous Last Words
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, March 17, 1965

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, 3 weeks prior to the last elec-
tion, President Johnson wrote the fol-
lowing letter to all members of the Army
Reserve:

[From the Army Reserve magazine,

November]

Defense of our great Nation is every Ameri~
can's business. We rely heavily on the Army
Reserve as & significant part of our country’s
defense team.

In his dual role the clvillan soldler con-
tributes substantially both to his com-
munity and to the defense of our land. For
your selfless devotion I commend each one of
you. I appreciate also the remarkable way
in which your families share in your con-
tribution with their support and under-
standing.

I am confident that the Nation can rely
upon the Army Reserve today and in the
future as it has so often in the past,

Seven weeks later, Mr. Johnson ap-
proved a Pentagon recommendation that
would scuttle the Army Reserve.

I am greatly appalled at the Presi-
dent's about-face—and his decision to
support this deplorable proposal.

Historically, the Army Reserve has
been the peacetime skeletal force of the
Army, and the eliminating of this aux-
iliary body seems incongruous in the
light of history and current world events.
There are units and personnel in the
U.S. Army Reserve which have no
counterparts in the Regular Army or
in the National Guard—which elements
meant the difference between almost im-
mediate aggressive action and random
recruiting after Pearl Harbor 1941,

In President Johnson's attempt to es-
tablish a one-branch Government, he has
forgotten that Congress is charged with
the responsibility for raising and sup-
porting armies, not the Secretary of De-
fense. This country is in great trouble
when one man can dictate such a sweep-

ing change in our defense policy and
position.

It would appear to me that the admin-
istration is attempting to reduce our Na-
tion's defense appropriations in order
that the Great Society can be provided
more funds for additional welfare pro-
grams.

I believe the decision to return the
Army Reserve to the status it held in the
early 1920’s and to put all of the Army’s
Reserve defense eggs into the National
Guard basket under State training and
supervision is fraught with danger and
should be rejected.

Disability Insurance for the Blind: H.R,
6426

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CECIL R. KING

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, March 17, 1965

Mr. KING of California. Mr. Speaker,
for all the years I have been a Member of
this Chamber, I have worked with blind
people to improve the lot and life of the
blind.

Learning of the normality of men and
women without sight by my association
with them, learning of the ability of men
and women without sight to function
successfully in competition with their
sighted fellows from my acquaintance
with blind men and women who are en-
gaged in every imaginable economic
activity and endeavor, I have worked
with them to improve Federal laws in
order to assist the blind in their deter-
mination to help themselves.

Nor, Mr. Speaker, have the blind of
the Nation lacked champions in the other
Chamber, and HuBerTt HUMPHREY, of
Minnesota, has long been foremost
among them.

Recognizing in 1959 that the Federal
disability insurance law failed to allevi-
ate the disastrous economic consequences
of blindness, the then senior Senator
from Minnesota introduced a measure

to liberalize the Federal disability insur-
ance law for blind people.

In Congress after Congress the Honor-
able HuserT HUMPHREY reintroduced his
proposal to provide a floor of financial
security against the disadvantages of
functioning without sight in a sight-
dominated society.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, on September 3,
1964, Senator HumpHREY offered his dis-
ability insurance for the blind hill as an
amendment to the pending social secu-
rity bill (H.R. 11865) and the Senate
adopted the Humphrey amendment.

You will recall, however, that H.R.
118656 failed to gain approval in the
Senate-House conference and was not
adopted by the 88th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the Vice President has
honored me by asking me to carry on his
effort to better the disability insurance
law for blind people, which I am pleased
indeed to do, therefore I am today in-
troducing H.R. 6426.

Rather than describe the provisions of
the Humphrey amendment, Mr. Speaker,
under unanimous consent, I reprint here-
with the address delivered by HUBERT
HumeHREY on the floor of the U.S. Sen~
ate on September 3, 1964, in explanation
of this bill to liberalize the Federal dis-
ability insurance law for our country’s
blind:

DisABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE BLIND

Mr. HumpHREY. Mr, President, my amend-
ment would llberalize the Federal disability
insurance program for persons who are now
blind—and, perhaps even of greater impor-
tance—it would make disability insurance
payments more readily available to more
persons who become blind at the time when
blindness occurs.

My amendment would do the following:

First., It would incorporate the generally
recognized and widely used definition of
blindness into the provisions of the disabil-
ity insurance law; that is, blindness is cen-
tral visional acuity of 20/200 or less in the
better eye with correcting lenses, or visual
acuity greater than 20/200 if accompanied
by a limitation in the field of vision such that
the widest dlameter of the visual field sub-
tends an angle no greater than 20 degrees.

Second. It would allow any person who
meets this definition in visual loss, and who
has worked in social security covered em-
ployment for a year and a half—six quar-
ters—to qualify for disability cash benefits.




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-04-19T15:41:17-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




